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Abstract 
This research explores the implementation of an electronic curriculum and 
assessment tool (eCAT) as both a policy and as a text that organises teachers’ work. 
It problematises and explores the origins and purposes of the eCAT as a ‘solution’ to 
a perceived problem in teachers’ work related to curriculum implementation, 
assessment and tracking of student achievement. This study situates teachers’ 
experience of trialling the eCAT within wider discourses shaping teachers’ 
everyday/everynight work in a time of change. 
Designed as an institutional ethnography, the research values and gives voice 
to teachers’ embodied knowledge, experience and practices as people living and 
enacting policy discourses in their work. This study seeks to explore what Dorothy 
Smith terms the ‘ruling relations’ that connect teachers’ experiences trans-locally, to 
coordinate and organise their day-night work. It aims to contribute to an 
understanding of teachers’ work in an era of increased accountability. Using 
discourse analysis, this study seeks to explicate the text-mediated discourses that 
shape teachers’ everyday work, and explore how these discourses are constituted in 
the eCAT and activated by teachers during its trial implementation. It contributes to 
understandings of teachers’ work in a context of globalisation. As an exploration of 
teachers’ work from the standpoint of teachers, it needs to be read in a context of 
national and global imperatives that have operated to change and intensify the work 
of teachers in terms of curriculum, assessment and technology. 
The research provides evidence that teachers’ work is shaped by forces 
operating outside their control and mediated by the multiplicity of policy discourses 
available to them. However, policies, as represented by the trial of eCAT, are not 
always taken up as intended as teachers work within parameters of what is possible 
amidst competing discourses that challenge the day-to-day work of teachers. 
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Chapter 1:  Introduction 
Teachers are working in challenging times. The concept of teachers’ work has 
become harder to define and some would argue that its boundaries are expanding in 
immeasurable ways. Teachers' work is increasingly visible to the public eye and has 
become subject to greater measures of local and national control, public scrutiny and 
accountability. As an educator for over twenty years, my experience of teachers’ 
work has changed, together with my sense of what is valued in education as 
constructed in public and policy discourses. I have become more acutely aware of the 
diversity of challenges professional educators face in their day-to-day work. 
Challenges arise as a result of the situational context in which teachers work at a 
school level and as a result of sectoral, regional and national policies that shape 
teachers’ lives, their work and their professional identities. It is within this context 
that my research agenda is situated. 
The title of my thesis Control, shift, insert: living and enacting policy in 
teachers’ day/night work reflects investigation, in a particular historic moment, of 
teachers’ ‘ordinary’ everyday work, particularly as it relates to curriculum planning 
and assessment in a context of policy informed practice. The thesis analyses 
particular policy texts and agendas in the field of compulsory education in Australia 
over the last decade and demonstrates how these ‘insertions’ have been taken up by 
policy actors in the educational sector in which I am located to control, shape and 
organise teachers’ work. This thesis presents findings from research into teachers’ 
work at one non-government Reception – Year 12 co-educational school where I was 
positioned as a curriculum leader. At the school, a number of teachers including 
myself participated in a pilot to trial electronic curriculum and assessment software 
in our work.  
Throughout this thesis the software will be referred to by the pseudonym eCAT 
(electronic Curriculum and Assessment Tool), which I believe is reflective of its 
underlying intention and its functionality. The eCAT was designed as a ‘solution’ to 
a ‘problem’ perceived by sector leaders in the implementation of the state-preferred 
Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework after its introduction in 2001. 
It provides a technologised means of planning curriculum, recording, tracking and 
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demonstrating evidence of student achievement across time and place. It also offers a 
medium for engaging students in online learning opportunities.  
This thesis investigates what happened when a small group of teachers, of 
which I was one, trialled the eCAT in their work. The findings are explored in 
relation to existing practices and discourses informing how teachers’ work is ‘done’ 
in my situated local context. The eCAT is described and discussed as a text designed 
to be ‘read’ and activated by teachers in their everyday work. It is also analysed as a 
sector policy response to wider educational issues in the state and in Australia 
associated with school improvement, use of data and heightened levels of 
transparency and accountability around teachers’ work. Interpreted as policy carrying 
ideology and intent, the eCAT has the potential to inform teachers’ experiences 
trans-locally and to coordinate and organise their day-night work. As text and policy, 
the eCAT reflects discourses that are shaping education in Australia in the 21st 
century and constructing teachers and teaching in new ways.  
This chapter will briefly introduce the context of the research and explain how 
the problematic arose from my experience as an educator in a particular time and 
place. It will also outline the objectives and significance of the research and explain 
the structure of the thesis. 
1.1 SITUATING THE RESEARCH IN THE CHANGING CONTEXT OF 
MY WORK  
My work as a teacher began in the UK in the late 1980s at the time of the 
Education Reform Act 1988 and subsequent National Curriculum (1992) that 
determined what should be taught and the outcomes that students needed to have 
achieved at certain intervals in their schooling. The subsequent introduction of 
Standard Attainment Tests (SATs) in 1995 shaped a profession that was instructed to 
prepare students for a range of national tests at the ages of 7, 11 and 14. 
Accountability took on higher stakes with the consequent publication of league 
tables, an enormous bureaucratic machine of school inspections and the ‘naming and 
shaming’ of underperforming schools. This high stakes accountability has been 
replicated in numerous countries, including the United States, Canada and, to some 
extent, now Australia where I have worked for over a decade. 
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In Australia there have been increasing attempts to standardise and control 
teachers’ work and to subject teachers to increasing public scrutiny and measures of 
accountability. When this research began in 2007 such measures included delivery of 
a state-preferred curriculum, state administered literacy and numeracy tests and 
federal legislation that determined how teachers should report achievement against 
curriculum outcomes. Schools were also required to publish school performance 
data. Since 2007 such measures of control and accountability have been amplified 
with the replacement of state administered tests by a national program of literacy and 
numeracy testing (NAPLAN), and the online publication of school performance and 
student achievement data via a media publicised website (My School) operated by a 
national body, the Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority. 
ACARA is also now responsible for coordinating and implementing a national 
Australian Curriculum to replace the various curriculum frameworks previously 
adopted by the States and Territories. It is within this context of increased control 
over teachers’ work that this research is situated.  
1.1.1. What Sparked my Research? 
The motivation for this research dates back to my work as an English as a 
Second Language consultant when, in 2007, I was asked to join what was known as 
the Virtual Sub-Team (VST) to plan for the implementation of an electronic 
curriculum and assessment tool for use in schools. Software was being custom 
designed by the non-government school sector in which I am situated in partnership 
with a large international software development company in a state in Australia. The 
software is intended as both a curriculum and assessment tool and an online learning 
medium. It is accessible via a sector-issued individual teacher password through 
what is currently a sector-controlled portal. Activating a password into the portal 
allows teachers across the sector to use the eCAT to support curriculum planning, 
assessment and tracking of student learning, work structured by organising tabs as 
shown in Figure 1.1. 
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Figure 1.1 Overview the organisation of the eCAT functionality (Sector handout, 2008) 
From 2007 educational leaders in the sector planned to pilot the software in 
seven schools prior to its wider implementation. My first exposure to the concept of 
the eCAT led me to wonder how this technology could potentially change teachers’ 
work related to how they plan, deliver and assess curriculum. My impression was 
that student achievement against specified learning outcomes would be recorded, 
tracked and communicated with students and their parents through this electronic 
medium. This proposed form of data collection and communication around 
assessment seemed to represent a significant change from my previous experience as 
a teacher.  
As an educator, the concept of the eCAT both interested and worried me, in 
part because the discourses evident in workshops, documentation and corridor 
conversation suggested that the structure of the software enabled some elements of 
teachers’ work, notably assessment and record keeping, whilst potentially 
constraining or de-valuing by its absence other less measurable aspects of teachers’ 
work such as social and emotional work with students. At times there appeared to be 
disjuncture between a rhetoric of supporting teaching and learning, aiding curriculum 
innovation and reform, and what I perceived as an emphasis on data collection 
consistent with an agenda of accountability and school improvement.  
1.1.2. Unsettling Questions 
I began to wonder about the origins of the eCAT, what it was designed to 
achieve and how teachers would incorporate it into their already challenging work. I 
was already engaged in further professional study and reading about reflective 
practice and educational policy, exploring the work of Ball (1993; 1994; 2006), 
Lingard (Lingard & Porter, 1997; Lingard & Ozga, 2007), and Taylor and her 
colleagues (Taylor, Rizvi, Lingard & Henry, 1997). Intrigued by the development of 
the eCAT, I began to keep a professional journal on which I draw here. My questions 
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arose from my own standpoint as a teacher, knowing the reality of the increasing 
demands on the profession, and as a consultant being asked to support the 
implementation of the technology in schools. As I questioned in my journal: 
What will the software do that teachers can’t do or aren’t currently doing? What 
philosophy of education has influenced the decision to introduce curriculum 
software? How far have global, competitive factors influenced the decision, and 
technological advances? (Journal, May 2007) 
Reflecting on my journal entries at that time, I recognise that my research arose 
out of a feeling of personal discomfort and a sense that my professional identity was 
becoming de-stabilised by moving into areas of information and communication 
technology (ICT) with which I was unfamiliar and lacking in confidence. I also had a 
sense that teachers themselves were not involved in the genesis of the software even 
though it was something they would be asked to implement in their work. Where 
were their voices and their input? How would the software be activated in the day-to-
day actualities of teachers’ work and how would teachers experience this innovation? 
How would the software serve to coordinate teachers’ work across time and place 
and increase levels of accountability?  
When I considered these questions, I wondered whether teachers would feel 
similarly unsettled by, or resistant to, another potentially significant change in their 
practice at a time when the demands on teachers seem to increase exponentially 
serving to erode “teachers’ autonomy and challenge teachers' individual and 
collective professional and personal identities” (Day, 2002 p. 678). 
1.1.3. Challenging my Identity 
Certainly in 2007 my professional identity was unsettled by my participation in 
the VST and the expectation that I would then be able to support teachers in their 
implementation of the eCAT. Part of my uncertainty at this time no doubt arose from 
the fact that I had yet to see the software ‘live’. The very name of our group, ‘Virtual 
Sub-Team’, was somehow destabilising in itself, requiring that I take on an identity 
in a context that lacked definition or a sense of immediate reality. Poststructuralist 
research suggests identity is in part biographically constructed and, in no small 
measure, socially constructed. It is therefore subject to challenges and tensions as the 
social context changes (Day, 2002; Flores & Day, 2006; Maclure, 1993). My secure 
identity as a teacher and a consultant in my field was at this time competing with my 
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insecure identity in the VST. There I was discussing uses of ICT to ‘improve’ 
teaching and learning that would have implications for teachers’ work and feeling 
uncertain about my ability to master the skills required to support teachers in using 
the technology.  
I wondered what construction of teachers may have contributed to the 
conceptual development of the software, and whether its implementation would have 
any effect on how teachers experience their work and construct their own identities. 
The questions I posed to myself at that time were responsible for me embarking on 
this study, and taking the opportunity to apply for a leadership position in one of the 
pilot schools to better facilitate research on teachers’ work with the eCAT. As I 
wrote in my journal in 2007: 
My teacher identity is being challenged. How comfortable am I in training to 
understand and implement the software? Do I believe that it will change 
practice for the better? Surely, the introduction of the software will challenge 
teachers. I anticipate that some will embrace it readily, but why? Some will 
avoid it, why? Will there be any compulsion to use it? Whose interests are being 
served in its introduction? Will teachers perceive benefits of it? What are the 
characteristics and philosophies of teachers that will render them more 
predisposed to trial its use and embed this tool into their teaching? How 
democratic will the process be in terms of inviting participation in pilot projects 
and in subsequent use? Will leadership make the decisions for teachers? If so, 
why and with what effect on motivation, morale and sense of professional 
teacher identity and wellbeing? (Journal, 2007) 
This seemingly endless stream of questions reflects the competing tensions of 
my embodied experience. I carried my own understandings of teachers’ work, which 
I was trying to reconcile with the institutional discourse of the Sector Office in which 
I was located that determined the need for a software tool designed to change 
teachers’ practice related to curriculum planning, data gathering and assessment. My 
disquiet about the eCAT, questions about the discourses underpinning its 
development and the sense that teachers’ work was going to be changed without their 
knowledge or input were what sparked my research. As a teacher, a consultant, and 
moving into a future in school leadership, I also wanted to understand how teachers’ 
work is shaped and managed by policies and discourses outside of everyday 
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knowledge, understanding or control. This shaped the purpose and the design of the 
research as outlined in the next section. 
1.2 DEVELOPING THE ‘PROBLEMATIC’ 
As a result of my questions and imaginings, this research was first conceived as 
an exploration of the eCAT as an instance of policy enactment. I wanted firstly to 
explore teachers’ experiences with the eCAT, but also to trace and understand the 
role of other educators – sector leaders, principals and consultants – in the design and 
implementation of this technology. As a teacher I sought to keep the lived reality of 
teachers’ experience as the lens through which to explore teachers’ work, but as a 
school curriculum leader I also wanted to explore how relations between people 
doing educational work are organised and coordinated. My research aimed to explore 
teachers’ day-to-day work and investigate how the trial of the eCAT was experienced 
within a localised context. My study is anchored in the embodied experience of 
teachers. As such I draw heavily on the principles of institutional ethnography, a 
sociology and methodology developed by Dorothy Smith (1992; 1997; 1999; 2005; 
2006). The scope of institutional ethnography is greater than describing situated 
experience. It is premised on the belief that work is organised or coordinated to 
happen as it does in local and trans-local settings through the activation of texts, 
ideologies and ‘ruling relations’ (Smith, 2005), a context of social relations and 
forms of power that constitute lived experience. The purpose of the research thus 
broadened around key focus questions. 
1.2.1. Questions Informing this Study of Teachers’ Work 
The purpose of this research was to investigate and problematise the conditions 
of emergence, development of, claims made for, and eventual trial of, the eCAT in 
teachers’ work in a local context. In so doing, I also examined teachers’ everyday 
work and explored how policies and discourses have been taken up by teachers in my 
site of work to organise knowledge, understanding and actual work practices. 
Moving beyond the local site, I analysed how the conception and planned 
implementation of this technological ‘solution’ to organise teachers’ work across 
schools in the sector reflects wider discourses in education in the 21st century which 
are shaping the nature of curriculum, assessment and pedagogy and the construction 
of teachers and teaching. Consequently, the questions that shaped the research were: 
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• What are teachers’ experiences in trialling the eCAT in their day-to-day 
work?  
• How does the development of an electronic Curriculum and Assessment 
Tool reflect wider global discourses on education in the 21st century that 
are shaping educational goals and practices trans-locally? 
• How do text-mediated discursive and social relations operate to organise 
teachers’ work?  
I explored how policy actors on multiple levels comprise the social relations 
constituting teachers’ work, work that is being actively changed through 
interpretation of global discourses informing education and the subsequent 
generation, re-interpretation and enactment of policies. If the eCAT is offered as a 
‘solution’ to support teachers’ work, what ‘problem’ is it intended to address and 
how is this ‘problem’ situated in the socioeconomic, political and historical context 
of education in the new millennium? (Taylor et al., 1997). 
The actualities of situated experience cannot be viewed in isolation but in the 
greater context of what Smith (1990) calls the ‘ruling relations’ of socially organised 
and text-mediated discourses operating to coordinate and organise people’s everyday 
work. The objectives of my research were to trace the policies and discourses 
operating to shape teachers’ work practices. I sought to examine how such policies 
and discourses influenced the conceptualisation and design of the eCAT and its 
intended implementation in sector schools. I also sought to describe and analyse 
teachers’ experiences in trialling the eCAT in the localised context of their work. 
When teachers talked about their work, they implicitly and explicitly revealed 
policies and discourses that can be linked to the globalisation of education. These are 
traced and analysed in this thesis with the intention of making visible how global 
discourses are being interpreted and activated nationally, and by leaders in my school 
sector, to shape educational goals and teachers’ day-to-day work practices. 
1.3 SIGNIFICANCE, SCOPE, AND DEFINITIONS 
This study aims to contribute to the body of literature that informs 
understanding of teachers’ work in the everyday and in times of pedagogical 
innovation and change. I use institutional ethnography to go beyond an ethnographic 
description of teachers’ work and their experiences in implementing and using the 
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eCAT in their work, to explicate how discursive and social relations are operating to 
organise teachers’ daily activities and their knowledge. Smith’s conception of ‘work’ 
in my research context is taken to mean teachers’ physical activity as well as their 
thoughts and feelings (2005). Teachers’ work is explored from their standpoint. 
Smith’s application of standpoint theory maintains the subject as central to the 
explication of relations, preserving the relationship with its ‘point d’appui’ (2005), 
the actual, everyday lives of teachers. Institutional ethnography is a “method of 
inquiry, always ongoing, opening things up, discovering” (Smith, 1992, p. 88) from 
the actualities of people’s lived experiences as knowing subjects.  
Institutional ethnography sees the subject as spatially and temporally located in 
“a particular configuration of the everyday/everynight world” (Smith, 1992, p. 91) 
and seeks to make visible what the knowing subject does not know, “the social 
relations and organization pervading her world but invisible in it” (Smith, 1992, p. 
91). My impressions of the eCAT fostered a sense that my work and that of teachers 
was in some way being organised trans-locally by this technology. Whilst the 
research is spatially located in one school for the most part, the eCAT may be seen as 
a sector ‘written’ policy text intended for trans-local ‘reading’ and implementation. It 
is a policy to be enacted or ‘done’ by schools (Ball, 2012). The scope of the research 
therefore extends beyond a description from teachers’ standpoint of their lived 
experience to focus on how texts are made and activated to coordinate actual work 
practices. These ideas will be explained further in Chapter 2. 
As a leader in education with a particular interest in teachers’ work related to 
curriculum and assessment, this research has great significance to my professional 
development and practice. I am seeking to understand the wider policy context in 
which educational reform is implemented and recognise the texts and ruling relations 
that organise my professional practice in an educational setting. With aspirations for 
school leadership, I wish to fully understand the implications of policy enactment for 
teachers’ work in order to lead measured and considered improvements that are in 
the best interests of students and their learning, mediating where necessary the 
multiple demands on teachers’ time in an era of change.  
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1.4 THESIS OUTLINE 
The thesis is presented in nine chapters. The contextual background to the 
research study has been described here in Chapter 1. I have identified the research 
problematic, and the purpose and objectives of the research. In addition, I have 
briefly outlined the significance of this study to me in my educational context and as 
a contribution to the body of literature on teachers’ work.  
Chapter 2, Theoretical Perspectives and Methodologies, provides a more 
detailed explanation of the design of the research and the choice of institutional 
ethnography as the theoretical framework. The research uses qualitative research 
methods to explore teachers’ work from the standpoint of those actively involved in 
shaping or practising the work of teaching. The focus questions are explored and the 
data from interviews, focus groups, field notes, observation and policy documents 
are discussed and analysed using principles of institutional ethnography and 
discourse analysis, “a theory and method – for studying language in its relation to 
power and ideology” (Fairclough, 1995, p. 1). The aim is to reveal how social or 
ruling relations, mediated through texts, are shaping the everyday embodied 
experiences of teachers’ work. Chapter 2 explains the scope and methodology of the 
research in terms of the time frame, location and participants, and also examines 
ethical issues arising in the research and its limitations.  
 Chapter 3, the Literature Review, examines the body of literature on teachers’ 
work, globalisation and policy analysis. It looks at what educational researchers have 
found concerning changes to teachers’ work over the last two decades and reviews 
the impact of globalisation on policy making in education in Australia and overseas. 
It argues that teachers have become objects of policies and discourses that have 
intensified their work. This assumption provides the rationale and theoretical 
framework for this research, conducted as an institutional ethnography to locate 
teachers in the actual day-to-day experience of policy discourse and enactment. 
Chapter 4 is intended to further contextualise the research into teachers’ work 
and locate it within discursive relations by explicating and analysing the policy texts 
implicated by teachers in interview data. It examines the ideological work of policy 
texts and the social organisation of knowledge that informs teachers’ work at my 
research site and in many schools in the non-government sector in which this 
research is situated. This chapter focuses on three specific texts: the federal Schools 
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Assistance Act 2004, the state-preferred Curriculum Standards and Accountability 
Framework and a Reporting Guidelines document issued by the sector in a 
Compliance Manual distributed to sector schools. This chapter also begins to explore 
how power is enacted in the ruling relations of policy formation and enactment, a 
contention that is further developed in Chapter 5. 
 The conceptualisation and development of the eCAT as a policy response to a 
perceived problem is problematised in Chapter 5. The tool’s creation and planned 
implementation is discussed in relation to policies and discourses doing ideological 
work. This chapter draws on interviews with sector leaders to show how global 
managerial discourses were interpreted and, to some extent, naturalised in the 
conceptualisation, design and implementation of the eCAT as a means to orchestrate 
changes in teachers’ work.  
 The sequence of these chapters is designed to assist the reader in 
understanding teachers’ work as it was experienced in my work site within the wider 
policy and ideological context of a non-government education sector in one state in 
Australia. It does not, however, represent the order in which the research was 
conducted. Research began in the actualities of teachers’ work, not the abstractions 
and objectifications of the text-mediated discourses that were revealed by teachers 
talking about their work which required tracing and explaining. In describing their 
work as experienced before the availability of the software and also in trialling the 
eCAT, teachers implicitly and explicitly identified policies and texts operating to 
shape their everyday work. 
Following exploration of the ideological conception of the eCAT, Chapter 6 
describes this tool as a policy text and material object to be ‘read’ and enacted by 
teachers in their work. This chapter outlines the ‘possibilities’ inherent in the eCAT 
and starts to consider how it constructs the work of teachers in the way that it is 
structured and organised.  
Chapter 7 draws on qualitative data from my site of research to provide a 
window into the lived actualities of teachers’ lives and work. It presents insights into 
teachers’ everyday work, particularly as it relates to the ‘normal’ activities of 
curriculum planning, assessment and reporting student achievement as they are 
‘usually’ carried out. This chapter seeks to develop understanding of teachers’ work 
practices prior to trial of the eCAT.  
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Chapter 8 describes how teachers as ‘policy actors’ (Ball, Maguire, Braun & 
Hoskins, 2011) took up the eCAT in their work during a trial of the technology. It 
draws on a range of qualitative data to explore teachers’ perceptions of the tool and 
to describe and analyse how it was used during the trial, providing examples of 
teachers’ agency in interpreting and enacting policy within the busyness of their 
day/night work.  
Chapter 9, Reflection and Conclusions, draws together the analysis of teachers’ 
work trialling the eCAT and the localised policies shaping teachers’ work in the 
wider context of discourses shaping constructions of teachers and teachers’ work in 
Australia at a time of significant change. It provides insights in relation to the 
problematic of how teachers are experiencing the text-mediated discursive and social 
relations operating to organise their work. I give consideration to the wider global 
discourses on education in the 21st century that are shaping educational goals and 
practices in trans-local settings and I also discuss the implications and limitations of 
the research for my own professional experience and that of any educational 
institution and leadership seeking to change teachers’ work. 
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Chapter 2:  Theoretical Perspectives and 
Methodologies 
This chapter describes the theoretical framework, research design and 
methodologies designed to explore teachers’ work, and the policies and discourses 
impacting on teachers’ lived experiences in and beyond the classroom. The chapter 
begins with an explanation of institutional ethnography as both theoretical 
framework and methodology (Smith, 1987; 1990; 1992; 1997; 2005), and draws on a 
significant body of literature related to this research approach to explain its relevance 
to my research design. The chapter also introduces discourse analysis (Fairclough, 
1995; 2001; 2003) as a further analytical tool for interpreting textual data. The 
chapter then outlines the research plan before considering the ethics and limitations 
of the research.  
2.1 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND APPROACH 
2.1.1. Standpoint as a Way of Knowing 
This section explains the key principles of institutional ethnography: the 
concept of standpoint as an entry point to inquiry, the social organisation of the 
world and the belief that power is exercised through text-mediated ruling relations 
taken up and activated trans-locally.  
Institutional ethnography began by exploring experience from women’s 
standpoint. Adopting the term ‘standpoint’ from Harding (1988), Smith’s sociology 
for women began in her own experience exploring her subjectivities of homemaker, 
mother and university academic, how these were organised and how they situated her 
in society (Smith, 2005, p. 12). Smith began to explore social or ruling relations 
(1987) that enter into people’s experience of their everyday world to create particular 
subject positions and ways of acting and being in the world. As Smith says, “the very 
concept of the ruling relations was invented to name the extra-local relations that 
women's standpoint in our everyday lives began to make visible” (Smith, 2007, 
p.12). 
Institutional ethnography looks at people’s lives and their work in situational 
contexts from the standpoint of those engaging in the work. It offers a ‘way of 
knowing’ through embodied experience, giving voice to the actualities of people’s 
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lives rather than abstract institutional versions of knowledge. According to Campbell 
(2003), Smith argues that bureaucratic and institutionalised forms of knowing 
subordinate local knowing by imposing ruling perspectives, which are taken up by 
people in their daily lives. Institutional ethnography offers a lens to explore a socially 
organised world through the actualities of lived experience. As Smith argues, this 
“notion of standpoint doesn’t privilege a knower… It shifts the ground of knowing, 
the place where inquiry begins” (1992 p. 90). Institutional ethnography is therefore a 
method of inquiry different from more traditional methods used in investigating 
teachers’ work.  
Sociology traditionally locates people in textually mediated discourse; 
institutional ethnography locates people in their own lives as thinking, imagining and 
acting people located in ‘particular actualities’ (Smith, 1997, p. 45). This means, “we 
would seek from particular experience situated in the matrix of the 
everyday/everynight world to explore and display the relations, powers, and forces 
that organize and shape it” (pp. 45-46). Thus, people’s experience is not the end 
point of the research; it is the departure point, the ‘point d’appui’ for sociological 
inquiry. In practice this means that institutional ethnographers are concerned with 
researching how the actualities of people’s experiences are put together; how things 
are organised to happen as they do. It is not about studying organisations as such, but 
in discovering what Smith calls the ‘social’ in people’s everyday ongoing activities 
(Smith, 2006).  
In a recent collection edited by Smith (2006), institutional ethnography was 
used to address from personal experience how an institutional discourse constructs 
single parent families for schooling (Griffith, 1984), and how the experiences of 
Indigenous battered women are constructed in legal interventions in their cases 
(Wilson & Pence, 2006). Diamond also writes of his study (1992) in which he 
worked as an assistant in a number of nursing homes and explored the day-to-day 
work practices of being a nursing assistant and of being a resident. What these 
researchers have in common is attention to the everyday experiences of the people 
studied and how texts, present as part of these experiences, operate to coordinate 
their embodied ‘work’ with that of others in organisations such as school systems, 
the legal system and the welfare system and all the layers in between. Each study 
focused on core principles of institutional ethnography, summarised by Diamond as 
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“incorporating place, time, motion, and the presence of larger social organization 
within local situations” (in Smith, 2006, p. 45).  
Translated to my study, institutional ethnography as a method of inquiry 
focuses on teachers’ experiences of their day-to-day work and of trialling the eCAT 
in their work. The standpoint of teachers is the starting point to open avenues for 
inquiry into how text-mediated discursive and social relations and the wider 
discourses on education in the 21st century serve to organise teachers’ work. 
2.1.2. Social Organisation and Ruling Relations 
The theoretical conception of the world that underpins institutional 
ethnography is that people experience the world as social beings, situated in social 
relations that purposefully coordinate their activities. Smith’s institutional 
ethnography makes the assumption that social relations, organisation, discourses and 
power operate to shape people’s work and often do so outside of their knowledge and 
understanding. Following Smith, “the institutional ethnographer works from the 
social in people’s experience to discover its presence and organization in their lives 
and to explicate or map that organization beyond the local of the everyday” (2005, p. 
11).  
Ruling relations, as defined by Smith are “that internally co-ordinated complex 
of administrative, managerial, professional, and discursive organization that 
regulates, organizes, governs and otherwise controls our societies” (1999, p. 49). 
They are, according to Smith, the “organizers and regulators of Western society” that 
tie people into a matrix of relations extending beyond the local as a result of “the 
replicable text and increasingly upon electronic technologies” (1997, p. 115). Hart 
and McKinnon (2010) argue that Smith’s conception of ruling relations represents 
more than bureaucracy. They liken it more to Marx’s understanding that power (and 
ruling relations) are mediated through impersonal and abstract categories, citing the 
‘education system’ as an example. Griffith and Smith (2005) for example, explored 
the relations of the work of mothering to schooling, seeking to understand how 
mothers’ work in relation to the schooling of their children gets done. They revealed 
a ‘mothering discourse’, in which mothers are mobilised to work with their children 
at home to support the children’s success at school. This discourse “has been a key 
regulator coordinating mothers’ work in the home with the work of teachers in 
schools” (Smith, 2005, p. 34). Griffith and Smith (2005) found that this ‘mothering 
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discourse’ was situated within a wider abstract of the “Standard North American 
Family” (Smith, 1999). Positioned themselves as ‘deviant’ within this organising 
label of the ‘middle class’, Griffith and Smith “came to recognize the part played by 
the work of mothering in relation to the work of schooling in the reproduction of 
inequality as a normal feature of the public school system” (Smith, 2005, p. 34). 
Ruling relations are enacted through texts and it is the peculiar ‘replicability’ of 
texts that allows power to be exerted beyond the local. The power of texts to mediate 
and perpetuate the social organisation of knowledge and the embodied experiences of 
people is integral to institutional ethnography. Campbell’s study of community 
nursing work (2001), for example, demonstrated how a nurse’s routine practices of 
conducting assessments of patients perpetuated ruling relations through the activation 
of standardised organisational assessment texts that subdued the perspective of the 
patient to the ruling managerial discourse. Similarly Rankin’s study (2003) about 
hospital reform demonstrated that patient care and the subjectivity of patients in 
Canadian hospitals were being subordinated to “text-based practices of 
accountability”, a consequence of a business rather than a caring orientation to 
hospital services (Rankin, 2003, p. 57). 
Nichols and Griffith (2009) used institutional ethnography to explicate the text-
mediated ruling relations at work in the education system in British Columbia. Their 
study explored how educational governance is accomplished in public schools 
through the ‘enactment’ of educational policy and the implementation of an 
Accountability Framework. They explored the everyday activities of parents and 
principals as they participated in the work of schooling through talk and action. Their 
study found a managerial discourse operating as “the intersection of policy texts and 
people’s talk unfolds” (Nichols & Griffith, 2009, p. 242) through the descriptions of 
principals and parents of their educational work in public schools, highlighting a 
naturalisation of the dominant discourse of accountability in school governance. 
Nichols and Griffiths emphasise the significance of texts in mediating social relations 
as their study found ‘extraordinary consistency’ across the province in how “the 
ruling concepts of educational policy are actualized in the everyday activities of 
parents, teachers, and principals doing the ordinary work of schooling” (2009, p. 
253). This consistency, they argue, is achieved when policy texts are taken up and 
enacted by people in local sites in their everyday work. 
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Texts require someone who is able to actualize them as instructions for action, 
and then move these (or consecutive texts) onto the next someone, somewhere, 
whose reading and action will continue the textually-mediated relation. (Nichols 
& Griffith, 2009, p. 241) 
Similarly, in an educational context, Kerr (2006) demonstrated how ruling 
relations reached into Canadian classrooms through policies and discourses that 
promoted reform and an emphasis on ‘accounting logic’ above the ethic of care in 
teachers’ work. Kerr’s exploration of teachers’ work in Ontario, beginning with the 
embodied experience of teachers, analysed texts pertinent to public education that 
positioned teachers as deficient and served to “augment surveillance and control over 
their lives and work” (Kerr, 2006, p. 15).  
Smith’s conception that knowledge, and activity is essentially socially and 
discursively organised underpins my study of teachers’ work. My work, and that of 
my teaching colleagues, is caught up in the ruling relations of institutional 
organisation that coordinate our activities beyond our knowing. Ruling relations are 
achieved through face-to-face interaction and in the interpretation and activation of 
texts that make particular subject positions and activities possible whilst 
discouraging others. As a teacher and curriculum leader, I aim to understand and 
make clear how my work is implicated in the ruling relations that shape the work of 
teachers. The concept of implication, particularly significant to my work as a school 
leader, is based on my understanding derived from Campbell and Gregor (2004) that:  
Social relations are not done to people, nor do they just happen to people. 
Rather, people actively constitute social relations. People participate in social 
relations, often unknowingly, as they act competently and knowledgeably to 
concert and coordinate their own actions with professional standards or family 
expectations or organizational rules. (p. 31) 
My study of teachers’ work began with the lived experiences of teachers 
engaging in the multiplicity of activities that comprise the day/night work of teaching 
in and beyond the classroom. From this starting point of inquiry, I sought, through 
direct observation, experience and analysis of texts, to trace the bureaucratic, 
economic, discursive and other social relations involved in organising the locally 
situated activity of teachers’ work. I explore how teachers have taken up texts, like 
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the eCAT as it was experienced during a trial implementation, to shape and organise 
their activity. 
2.1.3. Textually Mediated Organisation: Discourse and Power 
Analysis of language, discourse and power is central to institutional 
ethnography. Smith’s conception of power and discourse draws upon the symbolic 
interactionism of George Herbert Mead (1934) and the work of Michel Foucault, 
who, according to Smith, understood discourse as locating “systems of knowledge 
and knowledge making independent of particular individuals.... What can be said or 
written is subject to the regulation of the discourse within which it is framed” (Smith, 
2005, p. 17). According to Campbell (2003, p. 3), Smith also draws on Bakhtin’s 
(1981, 1986) “insistence on the discourse’s local accomplishment” to argue that 
ruling relations are achieved trans-locally through shared language and discourse. In 
other words, power is exercised and people’s thoughts and actions are regulated by 
the discourses made available to them, discourses that achieve what Foucault calls 
governmentality: a ‘field of possibilities’ or subjectivities that legitimise policy and 
achieve a self-governing population (Foucault, 1983).  
DeVault and McCoy make an important distinction between Smith’s 
understanding of discourse and Foucault’s conception of the term. They write that:  
In Foucault's work and in work taking up his approach, for example, the notion 
of discourse designates a kind of large-scale conversation in and through texts... 
For Smith, discourse refers to a field of relations that includes not only texts and 
their intertextual conversation, but the activities of people in actual sites who 
produce them and use them and take up the conceptual frames they circulate. 
(cited in Campbell & Gregor, 2004, p. 40) 
The expression ‘textually mediated social organization’ was used by Dorothy 
Smith to suggest that engagement with and activation of texts coordinates the actions 
of people (Campbell & Gregor, 2004, p. 29). In Dorothy Smith’s edited collection, 
George Smith argues that: 
The organized character of institutions and agencies depends heavily on the 
various uses of texts to coordinate, order, provide continuity, monitor and 
organize relations between different segments, phases, and levels of 
organizational courses of action. Organizational texts order and coordinate 
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activities, which are dispersed spatially and temporally in a variety of 
organizational settings. (Smith, 2006, p. 175)  
In other words, texts carry meaning and intent and their activation engages 
people in discursive, economic, political and social relations of power that serve to 
organise locally situated activity and construct identities both by what texts make 
possible and what they constrain by omission. The conception of text-mediated 
social organisation asserts that texts do not act passively. According to Smith texts 
cannot be “separated from the world they are written and read in. Rather, texts are 
taken up as constituents of ongoing social relations in which our own practices of 
reading enter us” (1990, p. 11). Texts are activated by the people who are connected 
with them (Smith, 1999), and their activation may be the result of discourse and 
ideology that prescribe particular ways of doing things or seeing things that results in 
the coordination of people’s actions across multiple sites. In this way power and 
control may be exerted through texts as the “capacity to rule depends upon carrying 
messages across sites, coordinating someone's action here with someone else's there, 
for instance” (Campbell & Gregor, 2004, p. 33). As Campbell and Gregor argue, 
however, “to have that effect, people who know how to do so must activate the text” 
(p. 33). Within organisations this ability to control and mediate practice is enhanced 
by the immersion of ‘actors’ in the discourse, carriers of the language and ideology 
of the institution that are so often transmitted and activated through texts, resulting in 
their ‘naturalisation’ (Thompson, 1990).  
A study by Turner in Smith’s (2006) edited collection of institutional 
ethnography demonstrates how ruling relations were activated in the processes of 
municipal land development planning, subordinating the interests of residents and 
environmentalists to those of developers and planners. Turner identified the 
“standardized working relations and forms of language and text-based sequences of 
action through which democratic planning and governing processes operate” (in 
Smith, 2006, p. 140). Mapping text-based work processes allowed Turner to see how 
people’s work is coordinated and constrained by defined ways of working, speaking, 
and hearing. She contends that “these routine forms of action are the unseen power of 
large-scale organization” that are usually invisible in the public process of municipal 
planning (in Smith, 2006, p. 149). 
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 Another example of the inter-play between texts, discourse and power is 
Griffith’s work on ‘the single parent family discourse’. Based on her own 
experiences as a single parent, Griffith focused on “the textually mediated, discursive 
practices that constructed us as different” (in Smith, 2006, p. 127). Griffith identified 
traces where the single parent family discourse in the Board of Education “made a 
difference to the everyday work of educators” (in Smith, 2006, p. 129). This included 
increased funding for inner-city schools based on the assumption that a greater 
population of single parent families would experience more social and educational 
problems. Whilst in one school Griffith found no noticeable difference in the work of 
schooling based on single parent family discourse, this was attributed to the lack of 
‘pedagogical currency’ of the concept given the extensive range of ‘problems’ in the 
whole inner-city school population. In another ‘ordinary’ school however, Griffith 
found that greater participation of parents, usually mothers, in schooling activities 
made the single parent family, where working mothers participated less, ‘stick out’ 
and generated more focus on the children’s wellbeing and behaviour. In other words, 
educators’ ways of acting were coordinated by institutional notions of ‘truth’ about 
single parent families (in Smith, 2006, p. 137).  
The interrogation of texts and the discourses they carry is therefore a core 
element of the orientation to research that is institutional ethnography. This involves 
tracing and explicating institutional relations of control, in the belief that “people and 
events are actually tied together in ways that make sense of such abstractions as 
power, knowledge, capitalism, patriarchy, race, the economy, the state, policy, 
culture and so on” (Campbell & Gregor, 2004, p. 17). Campbell (2002) suggests that 
institutional ethnography as a methodology works to offer insights into the 
organisation of the world that maintains particular subjectivities and embodied 
experiences that people live and suffer from.  
The choice of institutional ethnography as the theoretical framework and 
methodology for my study emerged from listening to sector leaders and teachers 
talking about their work and the eCAT. In this study, I read and interpret the eCAT 
as a text, drawing on Smith’s broad notion of texts as something that has a “relatively 
fixed and replicable character…allowing them to be activated by users at different 
times and in different places – that allows them to play a standardising and mediating 
role” (Smith, 2006, p. 34). Therefore how teachers read, interpret and activate this 
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‘text’ is central to interrogating how this, and other connected texts, organise 
teachers’ work in relation to this technology. In trialling activation of the eCAT, 
teachers and school leaders are involved in multiple and layered organisational 
actions (Campbell 2001; Bell & Campbell, 2003) operating to coordinate the 
activities of teachers trans-locally, mediating social organisation through the 
activation of policy. 
The design of my study is congruent with my beliefs about what constitutes 
knowledge, how it might be known and by whom. I draw from Smith’s conception of 
the social organisation of knowledge and my constructionist perspective. 
Constructionism is the view that “all knowledge and therefore all meaningful reality 
as such, is contingent upon human practices, being constructed in and out of 
interaction between human beings and their world, and developed and transmitted 
within an essentially social context” (Crotty, 1998, p. 42). The design therefore starts 
with investigating teachers’ work from their standpoint, through observation, 
participation and listening to teachers talking about their work. From there, I explore 
the theory that teachers’ work is socially organised through the ruling relations of the 
education system in Australia and shaped by global discourses related to schooling in 
the 21st century that are influencing policies and practices in education across the 
world. Teachers’ work “is hooked into and shaped by social relations, organization, 
and powers beyond the scope of direct experience” (Smith, 1992, p. 89) and, for my 
development as a school leader, I wish to understand how teachers’ work is 
coordinated to happen as it does. 
2.2 INSTITUTIONAL ETHNOGRAPHIES: BODY OF RESEARCH 
The purpose of this section is to expand on how institutional ethnography has 
been taken up as a field of inquiry and why it is the appropriate theoretical 
framework for this study of teachers’ work. 
A number of institutional ethnographies in recent years (Campbell 2000; 
Comber 2012; Diamond 1992; Grahame, 1998; Griffith & Smith, 1995; Griffith & 
Smith, 2005; Nichols & Griffith 2009; Quinlan 2009; Rankin, 2003; Rankin & 
Campbell 2006) have explicated the social organisation of people’s ‘work’ in a 
number of social settings, including hospitals, aged care centres and schools. In each 
of these studies has been more than one site of interest. In the first instance, 
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understanding and describing experience from the standpoint of those living it in the 
everyday, is the local setting, providing the situated embodied experience of the 
subject. Beyond that setting is what Smith calls the ‘trans-local’ that is outside the 
direct experience of the subject but very much at work in coordinating how things 
happen.  
The latter must be investigated in special procedures that allow access to the 
social organization that extends from elsewhere into people's lives and back 
outside again. In modern society, texts of all kinds are a ubiquitous feature of 
social organization and they are accessible to research. (Campbell & Gregor, 
2004, p. 29) 
Much institutional ethnography is grounded in the experiences of its authors 
(Jackson, 1995; Pence, 2001; Griffith & Smith, 2005; Walker, 1995). The 
problematic in each research inquiry arose from the embodied experiences of 
reflexive participants: nurses, single mothers, teachers and people working with 
battered wives. However, the purpose of institutional ethnography is “not to produce 
an account of or from those insider’s perspectives” (Campbell & Gregor, 2004, p. 
90), or merely describe people’s experiences; instead it is to start to unravel, from the 
standpoint of the subject, the social organisation and ruling relations that organise 
those experiences across time and place.  
George Smith’s (1998) research into the experience of gay teenagers in schools 
arose from his own educational experience as a gay youth. Institutional ethnography 
was used because of its “ontological presupposition that an actual world exists that 
people actively bring into being and that can be studied and described” (1998, p. 
309). With this assumption he explored the “social organisation in the speech and 
graffiti in which the ideology of ‘fag’ is realised in schools” (p. 309). G. Smith’s 
research focused on how language constructed homophobic ideology as informants 
experienced it within a situated context where “the social relations of heterosexuality 
and patriarchy dominate its public space” (p. 309). He made transparent the anti-gay 
social relations operating in Canada’s schools from the standpoint of subjects living 
the experience. 
Another example of institutional ethnography is a case study of Indigenous 
policy in Australia by Eveline, Bacchi and Binns (2009). They used this approach to 
explore gender mainstreaming, a system wide approach to equality policy designed 
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to ensure policies are applied equally to men and women. Their research identified 
and explicated social processes operating to construct particular realities, revealing 
how inequalities are reproduced through institutional processes. The study suggested 
“how and why a group of Indigenous policymakers are able to make better policy by 
navigating the obstacle of categorical distinctions” (Eveline et al., 2009, p. 206). This 
example, similar to the research of George Smith outlined above, suggests the 
potential of institutional ethnography to highlight how organisational discourse and 
activity can perpetuate injustice and inequality. In making social relations, texts and 
actions visible, this methodology has an emancipatory or reforming goal. 
Institutional ethnography explores the social relations that maintain the marginalised 
position of its subjects.  
Grahame’s study (2003) similarly had an emancipatory goal in identifying how 
discourses are implicated in organising and regulating the lives and work of Asian 
immigrant women. I have already touched upon Smith’s identification of ‘the 
Standard North America Family’ (Smith, 1999) and how this positioned the single 
parent status of Griffith and Smith as ‘deviant’. Grahame’s research found that the 
concept of the ‘Standard North American family’ was implicated in the development 
and application of policies designed to help families combine work and family 
responsibilities. Grahame found that “such policies neglect the specific experiences 
of poor, minority, immigrant women since they rely on and reproduce a conception 
of family built on the experiences of primarily middle-class white women” (2003, p. 
65). The ‘ideological code’ of the ‘Standard North American Family’ identified by 
Smith (1999) and Grahame (2003) continues to shape discourse on family, 
specifically women’s roles and responsibilities, and consequently public policy in the 
United States of America (Grahame, 2003). According to Grahame, this ‘ideological 
code’ operates as a lens “through which race-ethnic minority, immigrant, working 
class families emerge as a deviation from this norm, and through which immigrant 
families are marginalized or rendered invisible” (2003, p. 68). Grahame’s work 
highlights the emancipatory purpose of institutional ethnography as sociology for the 
people (Smith, 2005).  
A number of studies have been undertaken in the field of education (Comber, 
2012; Kerr, 2006; Nichols & Griffith, 2009), all of which are relevant to my study of 
teachers’ work. The work of Nichols and Griffith discussed in Section 2.1.2 is 
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especially relevant for this study, not just as institutional ethnography, but also in the 
review of teachers’ work and educational policy. It demonstrates the inter-textually 
organised nature of educational policy in British Columbia that has required schools 
to submit an annual ‘Accountability Contract’, one of the measures in ten years of 
educational restructuring in Canada to address the government’s educational 
improvement agenda. This research on educational governance found that 
“achievement and/or accountability are textually mediated concepts that coordinate 
the possibilities for how people understand and enact educational policy as they go 
about their ordinary work for schooling” (Nichols & Griffith, 2009, p. 245). Distinct 
from pure policy analysis, Nichols and Griffith’s study shows how educational 
governance is achieved when participants in schooling, such as principals, teachers 
and parents, actualise texts as ‘instructions for action’. Their research demonstrated 
how “parents’ and children’s kitchen table work is oriented to classroom work, 
which is built on curriculum guidelines that inform standardized tests linked to 
government policies about transparency and accountability” (p. 241). Their research 
explored discourses of standardisation, measurement and accountability through a 
different lens, the perspective of the people implicated in the ruling relations of 
governance by engaging in the activity of schooling in homes and schools.  
Also in Canada, institutional ethnography served as the method of discovery in 
Kerr’s research to identify “the ideological code constitutive of the education system 
under reform” (Kerr, 2006, p. 4). As explained in Section 2.1.2, Kerr analysed how 
text-mediated social relations acted to discredit teachers and promote a ‘crisis’ in 
education warranting reform. This ‘discourse of crisis’ has also been evident in the 
United States of America, the UK and Australia to construct a ‘problem’ and thus 
effectively legitimise a policy response that has added layers of accountability to 
teachers’ work.  
More recently, in Australia, Comber (2012) explored from the standpoint of 
teachers and their everyday work practices how a federally mandated testing regime 
is shaping the experiences of educators in one school community, producing “new 
workers and new tasks related to the management and interpretation of standardised 
data” (p. 122). Mandated literacy assessments are an example of policy shifts in 
Australia that have subjugated the wider discourses of schooling to the dominant 
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performative discourses of accountability and compliance “purporting to address 
quality and equity in education” (p. 121).  
There are parallels between each of these studies and my research on teachers’ 
work in a particular moment in Australia, and in the instance of trialling a ‘solution’ 
to a perceived ‘problem’ in teachers’ work that has the potential to intensify 
pressures of accountability around curriculum and assessment. In each case, the work 
of schooling, from the standpoint of those involved – parents, teachers or school 
leaders – has been the departure point for investigating how text-mediated discourses 
of managerialism and accountability have been taken up and activated by ordinary 
people doing everyday work. At the level of day-to-day practice, people’s ‘work’, 
their thoughts and actions, are coordinated and organised by social relations beyond 
their knowing. 
Smith’s institutional ethnography seeks to explain and make visible how things 
happen as they do. Researchers using this sociology explore the social and textual 
organisation of the world that constructs and maintains the situation people 
experience. People’s lived experience is the departure point for such sociological 
inquiry. As has been demonstrated in discussing examples from the literature on 
institutional ethnography, it is an appropriate sociology and methodology to explore 
my work and that of teachers in my site of work, particularly in relation to the trial of 
an electronic curriculum and assessment tool.  
2.3 RESEARCH METHODS 
The design of this study is consistent with social constructionist epistemology 
in employing methodologies that acknowledge that teachers engage with and make 
sense of their professional world within socially, historically and discursively 
constructed contexts. This section describes the research methodologies used to 
conduct this institutional ethnography of teachers’ work. It begins by introducing the 
research site and participants in the study. It then explains the sequence of the 
research before discussing the qualitative methods used to gather data. The following 
section explores discourse analysis as the method chosen to interpret and analyse 
textual data gathered throughout the study. Finally, I outline the ethical questions and 
issues arising from ‘insider research’ and the limitations of this study of teachers’ 
work. 
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Traditionally various methods are used in conducting institutional ethnographic 
research. As a methodology, institutional ethnography provides a way of exploring 
practice, power and knowledge. As Campbell and Gregor explain, the methods of 
inquiry employed: 
Attempt to uncover, explore, and describe how people's everyday lives may be 
organized without their explicit awareness but still with their active 
involvement. Conceptualizing the operation of power such that it can be 
discovered in people's everyday actions is a crucial theoretical feature of 
institutional ethnography. This kind of inquiry begins with a description of what 
research subjects are actually doing. (2004, p. 34)  
This has implications for the methods chosen to describe what teachers actually 
do in their work: participant observation, interviews and focus groups, which are 
outlined in Section 2.3.4.  
2.3.1. Research Sites and Participants 
The research that is presented in this doctoral thesis was predominantly 
conducted at a large non-government Reception to Year 12 co-educational college, 
Seven Hills College, on the fringe of the metropolitan area in a state in Australia. It 
has approximately 1000 students from Reception to Year 12, an equal distribution of 
girls and boys, drawn from a range of socio-economic backgrounds. Seven Hills 
College was one of seven schools chosen by sector leaders to trial the eCAT. In the 
first stage of the pilot in 2008 there were four teacher participants, all female 
including myself, engaged in trialling the software. I was positioned as a participant, 
researcher and curriculum leader in the college, a situation that will be discussed 
more fully in exploring the ethical considerations of the research. From 2009 another 
six teachers, male and female, participated in my research after a call for expressions 
of interest from all staff in the college to participate in the second phase of the pilot. 
Each of the ten participants over the duration of the trial of the eCAT contributed to 
my research to a greater or lesser degree either in interviews, recorded observations 
of professional learning sessions in which they discussed or used the eCAT, or as 
participants in a focus group. To preserve anonymity, the participants have been 
given pseudonyms throughout the thesis. Their names and roles are outlined in Table 
2.1.  
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Table 2.1 Teacher Participants in the Curriculum Assessment Tool Pilot at Seven Hills College 
                                                
1 The identification of teachers as Early Primary (Reception to Year 2), Middle Primary (Years 3 and 
4), Upper Primary (Years 5 and 6), Middle Years (Years 7 to 9) and Senior Years (Years 10 to 12) 
arises from the categorisation of students in the state-preferred Curriculum Standards and 
Accountability Framework used in the school. 
Name Role Participation Experience 
Julie R-9 Curriculum 
Coordinator, then R-2 
Coordinator 
Phase 1 and 2 of the eCAT 
pilot 2008-2010. Data 
collected via 3 focus groups, 
interview and observation of 
professional learning session 
Early Years and Primary 
Years teacher1; in the 
profession for 20+ years with 
a break for child rearing 
Ruth English Coordinator Phase 1 of the eCAT pilot. 
Data collected via 2 focus 
groups and interview. 
Withdrew from the pilot in 
2009  
Middle and Senior Years 
teacher of English, Studies of 
Society and Environment and 
Religious Education; teaching 
for 20+ years 
Carol ICT Coordinator Phase 1 and 2 of the eCAT 
pilot 2008-2010. Data 
collected via 3 focus groups, 
interview and observation of 
professional learning session 
Upper Primary and Middle 
Years teacher; teaching for 
20+ years; IT teacher to Year 
10 
Christine Year Level 
Coordinator 
Phase 2 of the pilot 2009-
2010. Data collected via 1 
focus group, interview and 
observation of professional 
learning session 
Upper Primary and Middle 
Years teacher; mature entrant 
to teaching profession; less 
than 5 years’ experience 
David Year Level 
Coordinator 
Phase 2 of the pilot 2009-
2010. Data collected via 1 
focus group, interview and 
observation of professional 
learning session 
Middle and Senior Years 
teacher of Mathematics and 
Science; six years teaching 
experience in the UK; two 
years’ experience in Australia 
Paul Middle Primary 
Teacher 
Phase 2 of the pilot 2009-
2010. Data collected via 1 
focus group, interview and 
observation of professional 
learning session 
Mature entrant to teaching; 
less than 5 years’ experience 
as a teacher; two years 
teaching overseas 
Angela Middle Years 
Teacher 
Phase 2 of the pilot 2009-
2010. Data collected via 1 
focus group, interview and 
observation of professional 
learning session 
Teacher of English, Studies 
of Society and Environment, 
Religious Education and 
Drama; more than 5 years’ 
experience 
Michael Upper Primary 
Teacher 
Phase 2 of the pilot 2009-
2010. Data collected via 1 
focus group and observation of 
professional learning session 
Upper Primary Years teacher; 
teaching approximately 20 
years 
Susan Early Years Teacher Phase 2 of the pilot 2009-
2010. Data collected via 1 
focus group and observation of 
professional learning session 
Early Years Teacher; 
teaching 20+ years including 
break for child rearing 
Sandra Assistant Principal Researcher and author of this 
study 
Curriculum leader; 20 years’ 
experience 
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2.3.2. Sector Leaders and Participants in this Study 
In addition to the teachers who participated in the eCAT pilot, data were also 
gathered prior to the activation of the trial in the context of my work in the Virtual 
Sub-Team in the Sector Office, and later from educational leaders involved in the 
development and trial of the eCAT. As with all the research participants, 
pseudonyms were used. Given the specific nature and relatively small number of 
senior roles in the Sector Office, interviewees (shown in Table 2.2) have not been 
identified by role title in order to protect confidentiality.  
 
Table 2.2 Sector personnel interviewed in relation to the origins of the eCAT 
 
Two interviews were conducted with Mark, the principal of a large primary 
school, one of the seven schools engaged in the trial of the eCAT. An interview was 
also conducted with the principal of Seven Hills College. Both these principals 
contributed in some way to the early conceptualisation and design of the tool. Their 
involvement in the genesis of the tool was possibly a reason why their schools were 
selected to participate in the trial implementation of the eCAT. Four other senior 
leaders based in the Sector Office were also interviewed in the course of the research 
due to their involvement in the conceptualisation, design or implementation of the 
eCAT. In addition, consultants from the Sector Office were involved in training 
teachers in the use of the technology and they gave permission for training sessions 
to be recorded. Data from the transcripts of these recordings are also drawn upon for 
analysis.  
Margaret Senior leader in the Sector Office. Contributed to early conceptualisation of an electronic tool 
to support the implementation of the state Curriculum Standards and Accountability 
Framework. 
Louise Principal of one of the pilot schools during the initial pilot phase of the eCAT in 2007-8; 
senior leader in the Sector Office at the time of implementation of the state Curriculum 
Standards and Accountability Framework. 
John Principal and contributor to the state Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework; 
member of Assessment and Reporting Accountability Working party to explore the need for 
a tool; senior leader in the Sector Office working on the development of the eCAT. 
Adam Senior leader who supported the development and implementation of the eCAT in the pilot 
schools.  
Rebecca Senior leader in the Sector Office who supported the implementation of the eCAT in the pilot 
schools. 
Mark Principal of a primary school involved in the pilot implementation of the eCAT from 2007; 
contributed to the conceptual development of the eCAT. 
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2.3.3. Sequence of Data Gathering  
Data collection began in 2007 when I was a consultant in the Sector Office and 
a participant in the VST beginning to discuss the nature of the eCAT and plan for its 
implementation. I began to keep a journal at this time, recording my questions and 
observations, and this journal is drawn upon for narrative, reflection and data 
analysis. Following testing in 2007, the pilot of the eCAT began at Seven Hills 
College in mid 2008 and it is during this first phase of the trial that two focus groups 
were conducted. In 2009 individual interviews were conducted with teachers who 
participated in the first phase of the pilot and those who joined the second phase of 
the pilot during that year. For one participant, this interview provided an opportunity 
to discuss why she chose to withdraw from the pilot in 2009. As part of the second 
phase of the eCAT trial, consultants visited the college to instruct and support 
teachers in using the software. Consequently, in 2009 data were gathered from 
participation in and observations of these professional learning sessions. Interviews 
with the senior leaders in the sector responsible for conceptualising, designing or 
implementing the eCAT in teachers’ work were also conducted in 2009. In the final 
year of data collection (2010) a third focus group was conducted with the teacher 
participants at Seven Hills College, along with a second interview with the principal 
implementing the eCAT with teachers in his primary school. 
The Identification of Key Policy Texts 
In talking about their work during interviews and focus groups, teachers and 
sector education leaders made reference to texts that required analysis. These texts, 
representing federal, state and sector-produced policy, were identified either 
explicitly or implicitly as texts operating to shape and organise teachers’ work. 
Discourse analysis of these texts was done in 2009 and 2010.  
Duration of Research  
To some extent the timeline was fluid and extended beyond the anticipated 
period of data collection, largely due to technical difficulties experienced at both 
school and sector level in trialling the eCAT. The initial intention was to complete 
data collection by the end of 2008. By then, however, engagement with the eCAT 
had barely started and teachers’ work in the trial extended into 2010. Although the 
trial of the software officially ended at the end of 2009, at Seven Hills College we 
continued in pilot mode of implementation into 2010. Data were therefore gathered 
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over a period of three years. Whilst technical difficulties contributed in a significant 
way to the extension of the trial, and consequently the research, my own full-time 
work as a senior leader in the college created issues of time management. This 
resulted in the narrowing of data collection predominantly to my own site of work as 
will be discussed further in relation to the limitations of the study. 
2.3.4. Methods Used to Gather Data 
The research design uses qualitative methods to gather data from those 
engaged in the work. Institutional ethnography is a methodology of discovery and 
inquiry rather than an attempt to seek out confirmation of theories or practices. 
Avenues for investigation emerged as the research progressed, revealing texts and 
social relations working to organise teachers’ work in the classroom and beyond. As 
might be expected with institutional ethnography, as teachers talked about their 
work, the scope of participants and texts incorporated into the research broadened. 
Data were gathered via interviews and focus groups, through direct observation 
of teachers’ work and recorded professional learning sessions. As a participant 
researcher, my experiences, documented in a journal, also contribute to the data for 
analysis. As part of my research process, I transcribed all recorded interviews, focus 
groups and professional learning sessions myself. This provided an opportunity to 
hear again the nuances of expression that assisted in the interpretation and analysis of 
data.  
Interviews 
Interviews were one instrument used to generate data from teachers about what 
they are actually doing in their day/night work. Interviews were a valuable means of 
hearing about the actualities of teachers’ work from themselves as recognised 
knowers. Interviews were also conducted with sector leaders in order to gather 
insight into the origins of the eCAT and the discourses shaping sector policy. In 
institutional ethnography, according to DeVault and McCoy (2006) interviewing is 
best described as ‘talking with people’. It is designed to learn how things work and 
thus tends to be open-ended inquiry “typically organized around the idea of work” 
(DeVault & McCoy, 2006, p. 25). Questions arose as the problematic emerged, 
although a framework of semi-structured questions was used to engage participants 
in discussion, and to draw out description of practices related specifically to 
curriculum and assessment. Interviews were conducted at times to suit participants, 
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sometimes at the end of a school day, or during non-teaching time. Whilst similar 
questions were asked of all participants (see Appendix 1) the nature of conversation 
is such that interviews often went in diverse directions.  
Most institutional ethnographies use interviewing as a means of bringing 
invisible work processes into focus and “to track the macroinstitutional policies and 
practices that organize those local settings” (DeVault & McCoy, 2006, p. 29). 
DeVault and McCoy’s advice on interviewing in institutional ethnography was 
helpful in raising awareness of using interviews to explore ruling relations. 
Specifically, they advise of the need to listen attentively to stories and explore 
beyond the ruling discourse from within which most workers speak as they have 
been trained to use the concepts, processes and categories that interviewers usually 
wish to explore. “Thus the interviewer must find ways of moving the talk beyond 
institutional language to ‘what actually happens’ in the setting” (p. 28) and ask 
clarifying questions to determine the sequence of processes at play. For a participant 
researcher conducting interviews, the risks of ‘missing’ traces of ruling relations may 
be great, as “we’re all very good at filling in the blanks” (p. 28), particularly when 
operating within the ruling discourses ourselves. My questions therefore sought to 
move beyond the discourses of teaching and learning I share with the teachers 
interviewed and an invitation to describe their practices related to curriculum and 
assessment, to more focused questions related to how they plan curriculum, with 
whom they engage in these practices and when. 
Focus Groups 
Focus groups were convened for the purposes of gathering data about teachers’ 
everyday work in addition to hearing how and in what ways teachers were engaging 
with the eCAT. Focus groups provided a means of bringing together teachers “in real 
life situations where people discuss, formulate and modify their views and make 
sense of their experiences as in peer groups or professional teams” (Barbour & 
Schostak, 2005, p. 43). One advantage of focus groups was that it allowed me, as the 
researcher, to gather data from a number of people at the same time. This was 
valuable given my limited resources and limited time as a full-time curriculum leader 
in my work site of inquiry.  
I found that teachers were willing to engage in focus groups. It appeared 
teachers were attempting to make sense of the scope and demands of the eCAT and 
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were keen to share and discuss their experiences. I gained the impression that 
teachers were evaluating what they were doing in comparison with their colleagues, 
affirming their practices or seeking reassurance that similar difficulties were being 
experienced by everyone as they grappled with trying to fulfil the demands of their 
work and the trial of the eCAT. Two focus groups were held in the early months of 
the eCAT trial and one towards the end of the research period when participants met 
together to reflect upon their experiences.  
Focus groups provided an opportunity to hear a number of views 
simultaneously; however group dynamics, which meant that some participants were 
more forthcoming than others, cannot be ignored. It resulted in some teachers 
remaining virtually invisible in my study. In addition, as Barbour and Schostak warn, 
views taken from focus groups cannot be necessarily taken as ‘real’, “because they 
are fundamentally, a social process through which participants co-produce an 
account of themselves and their ideas which is specific to that time and place” (2005, 
p. 43). 
To some extent, participation in focus groups may encourage participants to 
co-create a particular construction of themselves and their work within the 
discourses available to them. Nevertheless, the “stories, as lived and told by 
teachers, serve as the lens through which they understand themselves personally 
and professionally and through which they view the content and context of their 
work, including any attempts at instructional innovation” (Drake et al., 2001, p. 2). 
Whilst this might be regarded as a limitation of using focus groups in this study, the 
advantages of access to multiple participants outweighed the disadvantages. 
Analysis of the data focused on what teachers were doing in their day/night work 
and provided threads to unravel in relation to the texts and ruling relations 
coordinating their work.  
Research Journal 
As a teacher, curriculum leader and participant in the trial of the eCAT, I also 
draw on my own experience by means of my research journal. This provided a means 
for me to record data and my reflections from participant observation and 
conversations that occurred during meetings and professional learning sessions 
facilitated by the Sector Office. As Somekh and Lewin (2005, p. 27) argue, “in any 
type of research where a person or group is trying to make sense of experience, and 
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where the eye of the beholder is a variable in the research, research diaries are called 
for.” As a participant researcher I am mindful of the biases inherent in my journal, 
but “as Foucault (1972) observed, everything is already interpretation [and] the 
research diary can make more interpretation visible” (Somekh & Lewin, 2005, p. 
27). Used in conjunction with other methods of data gathering, as a participant and 
researcher, my journal writes me into this study of teachers’ work. 
Observation 
In addition to interviews and focus groups, observation was a tool used to 
gather data on teachers’ engagement with the eCAT. Teachers and consultants were 
observed during professional learning sessions when teachers were supported in 
activating functions of the tool. This provided opportunity to see how teachers’ work 
with the eCAT was being actively shaped by the interpretive work of consultants, 
and to observe how teachers worked with the tool. These sessions were audio 
recorded and transcribed for analysis.  
Texts 
Interpreted and read as a text, the eCAT itself provided a main source of data 
for analysis, along with a number of documents that became ‘visible’ in interviews. 
The documents, which emerged for analysis as operating to organise and coordinate 
teachers’ work, included the Schools Assistance Act 2004, the state-preferred 
Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework, and a sector-issued 
Compliance Manual comprising documents designed to interpret and clarify 
reporting requirements and regulations. 
2.4 DISCOURSE ANALYSIS OF TALK AND TEXT 
In this section I outline the choice of discourse analysis as a tool to interpret 
and analyse data gathered during the research. A number of studies use elements of 
critical discourse analysis, as “institutional ethnography is fundamentally an analytic 
project” (DeVault & McCoy, 2006, p. 38). Smith (2005) suggests that texts are not 
the focus in and of themselves. Rather the language and construction of texts are 
analysed in terms of how they enter into and coordinate people’s talk and actions. 
The concept of text-mediated ruling relations theorises that power and control are 
exerted through the writing, reading and activation of discourses mediated through 
texts. A discourse based approach to analysis, according to Maclure (2003) “sets 
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itself the work of taking that which offers itself as common-sensical, obvious, 
natural, given and unquestionable, and trying to unravel it a bit – to open it up for 
further questioning” (p. 8).   
2.4.1. Discourse as Social Practice 
Social research must take account of and analyse language because it is “an 
irreducible part of social life” (Fairclough, 2003, p. 2). As the social linguist Mikhail 
Bahktin asserts, “words are not empty, they carry meaning and are ‘overpopulated 
with the intentions of others’” (cited in Freeman, 1998, p. 58). In the context of my 
research, texts, including the eCAT, are not only representational of values, policies 
and identities; they can also actively shape them. This suggests that power relations 
are mediated through texts. Fairclough (1995) suggests that when language is taken 
at face value and seen as transparent, the ideological work that language does in 
creating identities and perpetuating power relations is overlooked. Luke (1995) 
similarly suggests that some educational analyses struggle to show how everyday 
language practices in local sites manifest broad social, economic and political 
discourses. Discourse is, according to Luke, “a means for the naturalization and 
disguise of power relations that are tied to inequalities in the social production and 
distribution of symbolic and material resources” (1995, p. 12).  
Institutional ethnography takes up the textually mediated character of 
organisations. McCoy (2006) writes that text-based forms of knowledge, or 
institutional discourse, coordinate contemporary society, and as such must be 
problematised and analysed. Institutional discourse is defined as: 
Any widely shared professional, managerial, scientific, or authoritative way of 
knowing (measuring, naming, describing) states of affairs that render them 
actionable within institutional relations of purpose and accountability. Far more 
than "jargon", these are conceptual systems, forms of knowledge that carry 
institutional purposes and reflect a standpoint within relations of ruling. 
(McCoy, 2006, p. 118) 
In relation to my study, teachers and leaders have particular ways of talking 
about and ‘doing’ education. One of the aims of my research was to trace and 
analyse the policies and institutional discourses that have been taken up, either 
consciously or unconsciously, to inform particular work processes and to implicate 
my colleagues and me in the relations of ruling. Discourse analysis pre-supposes that 
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the political, social and cultural beliefs that comprise an ideology are revealed in 
discourses and texts when certain values appear dominant and others are 
marginalised or silenced, creating what has been termed ‘ideological effects’ 
(Thompson, 1984; Van Dijk 1998). Critical discourse analysis sees ideologies as 
“representations of aspects of the world which can be shown to contribute to 
establishing, maintaining and changing social relations of power, domination and 
exploitation” (Fairclough, 2003, p. 9). Discourse is seen to do ideological work. It is 
a form of social action and a means by which power is exercised and negotiated 
(Fairclough & Wodak, 1997). Luke suggests that texts organise actions and social 
relations, and they “position and construct individuals, making available various 
meanings, ideas, and versions of the world” (1995, p. 13). Investigating and 
problematising discourses in policies shaping teachers’ work and connected with the 
eCAT, allows exploration of the beliefs and values inherent in the development and 
implementation of this technology in the context of global discourses on education. It 
also makes visible the means of social organisation serving to coordinate teachers’ 
work across time and space. 
A Foucauldian lens sees discourse as a form of power that defines, constructs 
and positions subjects in relation to their history and culture, thus categorising them 
and creating definitions or ‘truths’ by which they are organised or ruled. Of 
relevance to institutional ethnography is Foucault’s belief that people become 
complicit in their own governance by internalising and activating the discourses in 
such a way that rule and discipline is perpetuated (Foucault, 1983). Foucault’s work 
resonates with the need to identify the institutional traces operating to exert power 
and control over teachers’ work. Discourse analysis aims to give agency to the 
readers and activators of texts by making explicit how particular interests are 
represented and “how texts position them and generate the very relations of 
institutional power at work in classrooms, staff rooms, and policy” (Luke, 1995, p. 
13).  
Institutional ethnography does analytic work; therefore I draw on the principles 
of institutional ethnography in using discourse analysis as a tool to explore data 
generated in this study of teachers’ work. My aim is to understand how texts, 
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specifically the eCAT and the ‘boss’2 texts (Smith, 2005) connected to it, are 
constructed and interpreted to position teachers and students in a particular way and 
to activate and maintain social relations and maintain institutional power.  
2.4.2. ‘Reading’ Texts in Institutional Ethnography 
Institutional ethnography requires a particular ‘reading’ of texts to trace and 
analyse emergent themes and directions for further research. This approach involves: 
Picking out the institutional traces in people's accounts and seeing how their 
work takes shape at the institutional interface… The objective is a kind of 
analytic mapping that locates individuals and their experience within a complex 
institutional field. (McCoy, 2006, p. 113) 
As a participant researcher I am immersed in the craft of teaching. I am located 
in this study as a teacher and as a curriculum leader and have prior knowledge of the 
‘institutional interface’, which is both an advantage and a disadvantage and requires 
a particularly careful reading and analysis of data generated in the study. I need to be 
aware of the risks of speaking from within the ruling discourse and naturalising the 
very discourses I am aiming to analyse (DeVault & McCoy, 2006). Consciousness of 
this possibility is integral to the reflexivity in the analysis of the data and the 
conclusions drawn from this research. Smith (2005) warns of the danger of 
‘institutional capture’ whereby researchers begin “converting informants' accounts of 
their experience into the terms of an institutional discourse that constitutes people 
and their activities as the objects of professional or managerial knowledge” (McCoy, 
2006, p. 110). The analytic goal of interviewing in my study is to identify the 
‘institutional traces’ in teachers’ stories and those of educational leaders in the sector 
and, from there, work to make visible some of the textually mediated processes that 
organise their work. Smith (2006) suggests that analysis of interview data involves 
asking particular questions: 
What is the work that these informants are describing or alluding to? What does 
it involve for them? How is their work connected to the work of other people? 
What particular skills or knowledge seems to be required? What does it feel like 
to do this work? What are the troubles or successes that arise for people doing 
                                                
2 ‘Boss’ texts as understood by Smith (2005) are higher order texts represented by documents like 
mission statements of organisations, laws and statutory regulations. 
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this work? What evokes the work? How is the work articulated to institutional 
work processes and the institutional order? (p. 111) 
This guide to working with interview data greatly informed my analysis. It 
provided a framework to critically interrogate data about the processes and 
discourses involved in teachers’ work. I also draw on the work of DeVault and 
McCoy (2006, pp. 36-37) who similarly devised a number of questions to investigate 
ruling relations in discourse:  
• How has the text come to the informant? 
• What does the informant need to know in order to use the text? 
• What does the informant do with, for, and on account of the text? 
• How does the text intersect with and depend on other texts and textual 
processes as sources of information, generators of conceptual frames, 
authorising texts and so on? 
• What is the conceptual framework that organises the text and its competent 
reading?  
These questions informed analysis of teachers’ interaction with texts in their 
work, including the interpretation and activation of the eCAT. The broader texts that 
are significant in organising teachers’ work emerged as the research unfolded, and 
are discussed in Chapter 4. 
2.5 ETHICS AND LIMITATIONS OF THE RESEARCH 
Ethics approval was sought at the beginning of the research in 2007 and 
extensions were approved as the research continued into 2010. Ethics approvals were 
accepted as valid upon the transfer of my research to Queensland University of 
Technology in 2010 when my supervisors relocated. I requested approval from 
principals in the trial schools prior to contacting teachers about my research. All 
participants (teachers, principals and sector leaders) gave informed consent in writing 
having received information about the nature and purpose of the study. Participants 
chose the extent of their participation in the research, electing to participate in focus 
groups, interviews and observations. Transcribed data were sent to participants to 
give them an opportunity to amend or clarify any of the discussion points, and all 
participants had the option of withdrawing from the study at any time. A condition of 
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approval from leaders in the sector was that the sector is not identified and individual 
identities are protected. Consequently, although all ethics protocols were followed in 
conducting this research and gaining permission from participants, ethics forms 
identifying the state and sector have not been included in the appendices.  
2.5.1. The Scope of the Study 
Initially I had hoped to conduct research across seven sites chosen to trial the 
eCAT but that did not eventuate. Two schools did not respond to inquiries and others 
indicated that teachers were too busy to sustain any commitment to my study. One 
school withdrew from the pilot, as it was not at the point of technological readiness 
required to use the eCAT. Of the remaining schools, as discussed earlier, I had 
contact with one large metropolitan primary school via interviews with the Principal 
steering the implementation at his site, and maintained some contact via focus group 
meetings or telephone conferences with key teachers implementing the eCAT at 
another large Reception-Year 12 regional college in the state.  
The schools involved in the pilot were selected by sector leaders based on 
criteria explored in a later chapter. However, it is important to note here that sector 
leaders appear to have sought schools whose teachers had a reputation for engaging 
with curriculum change and familiarity with ICT; ‘ideal’ schools with strong leaders 
and, within the schools, ‘ideal’ teachers to trial the eCAT. The selection of schools 
based on a perceived disposition to inquiry, the use of data and professional learning 
must be acknowledged as a potential limitation of the study.  
Furthermore, it soon became clear that having taken up a position as Assistant 
Principal in one of the pilot schools I was not going to have time to visit other 
research sites during school hours when teachers were trialling the eCAT. For 
practical reasons therefore, my research is essentially an institutional ethnography in 
my own site of work and this may not be representative of teachers’ experiences in 
other pilot schools.  
At Seven Hills College, the four teachers – myself included – who participated 
in the first phase of the pilot were also selected based on an identified interest or 
perceived strength in curriculum, assessment or engagement with ICT. As a 
researcher, I acknowledge that the invitation for teachers to participate in my 
research was therefore extended to a pre-determined select group. To some extent, 
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however, this potential limitation was minimised by the addition of teachers who 
participated in the second phase of the pilot at Seven Hills College from 2009 after 
calls for expression of interest rather than targeted nomination.  
Whilst no claims are made to generalise from the experience of teachers in one 
school, the nature of institutional ethnography is such that it recognises that texts are 
intended to be activated across time and space and serve to organise work trans-
locally, not merely in specific localised places. The conclusions drawn from this 
study of what was essentially a trial implementation of an intended policy tool are 
therefore offered in keeping with the principles of institutional ethnography.  
2.5.2. Participant, School Leader and Researcher 
A recognisable challenge in the research was the tension inherent in my 
complex position. I am situated in the research as a teacher practitioner trialling the 
eCAT in my work and as a curriculum leader in the school. As Assistant Principal I 
held a designated position of responsibility to manage and lead curriculum and 
professional development, which encompassed the eCAT pilot in the school. 
Competing tensions emerged as soon as I took up my position at the school. In my 
journal dated October 2007, I noted an attempt to position my involvement in the 
trial as a participant researcher. I shared with the principal my desire to be part of the 
pilot group to trial the eCAT in my work, and stated that I would prefer to be 
positioned as a user of the software rather than as a leader of the project as this posed 
an ethical dilemma in conducting research with teachers at the school. However, 
arrival at the college quickly dispelled any idea that I would not be explicitly 
positioned in the ruling relations operating to coordinate teachers’ work. As a leader 
of curriculum and coordinator of professional learning, I was given the responsibility 
of coordinating the eCAT pilot and managing teachers’ work around curriculum and 
assessment. I noted in my journal that: 
I had wanted to take a low profile with the software project to enable me to have 
a more distanced view if possible and to retain some equal footing with other 
participants in the research next year. However, it appears that although initial 
conversations have been had with some teachers, no decision as to who can be 
involved has been made. I have, of necessity, had to approach potential 
participants and take more of a leadership role than I had wished. (Journal, 
November, 2007) 
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This research into teachers’ work must therefore acknowledge and take into 
account my position in the ruling relations of the college, which is a potential 
limitation of the research. The invitation I extended to teachers to participate in the 
trial of the eCAT and my research was just that, an invitation. I hope the fact that 
some teachers contributed to interviews and focus groups but did not engage in any 
practical way with the eCAT itself is indication that teachers did not feel compelled 
to do anything based on my leadership position. The reality of one teacher 
withdrawing from the trial of the eCAT is again evidence I hope of teachers’ agency 
not being impacted by my role as school leader. As Somekh and Lewin suggest, 
however, “power differentials are never entirely within the researcher’s control and 
can never be excised” (2005, p. 3) and I would be naïve to assume that my leadership 
role had no impact on teachers’ participation in my research.  
Beyond the site of inquiry, my implication in the ruling relations within the 
educational sector in which I am situated, and in which I have aspirations for a future 
in leadership, also presented a dilemma throughout the research. I felt, very strongly 
at first, that sector leaders would expect me to support the implementation of the 
policy and appreciate its value. I was conscious, perhaps with some justification, that 
educational leaders in the sector were giving up their time to contribute to my 
research to actively support me in my pursuit of higher credentials and I imagined 
they expected I would share their systemic perspective. In reality, I have experienced 
this dilemma throughout my research and in writing this thesis. It is my lived reality 
in the ruling relations of the educational system within which I am situated. I have 
sought to preserve confidentiality and anonymity in referring to sector personnel and 
in masking the sector itself and its location within Australia as this is the sector in 
which I wish to pursue school leadership alongside the people who have contributed 
to my research. This has perhaps generated a degree of ‘clumsiness’ in my writing. I 
have sought to be critically reflexive in my analysis and avoid ‘institutional capture’ 
(Smith, 2005), interrogating potential naturalisation of the discourses being analysed 
and analysed; however, this research must acknowledge and take into account the 
complexity of my position in the ruling relations of educational leadership in the 
‘system’ that is a potential limitation of the research.  
Participant researchers facing similar dilemmas have, however, conducted 
institutional ethnography. Based on his experience in researching narratives of 
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nursing home care and undertaking participant observation as a nursing assistant in a 
number of nursing homes, Diamond argues that participant observation studies 
should be encouraged because “they have the potential to refine our appreciations of 
at least the following dimensions of the craft: stories, authors, bodies, place, time, 
motion, how ruling relations work, and particular ways for seeing the social 
organization of the local” (2006, p. 58). My study provided me an opportunity to 
develop and offer to the field of research a rich in-depth understanding of teachers’ 
work from an insider perspective. Practitioner research is one of the few spaces to 
problematise and question what is happening and how experience is organised. 
2.6 CONCLUSION 
This chapter has outlined the theoretical perspectives and methodologies 
informing this research study. It has explained how institutional ethnography is a 
suitable approach for my work because it starts with the actualities of people’s 
embodied experience. In this research I do not profess to maintain objectivity; in fact 
I do not believe this to be possible given that I have been immersed in the discourses 
and practices of teaching for over twenty years. What I do seek, however, is to be 
critically conscious of the risks and potential limitations of participant research in the 
knowledge that my standpoint has the potential to contribute to the rich description 
of teachers’ work resulting from this study. 
I have drawn upon examples of institutional ethnography to demonstrate how 
beginning in the lived experiences of people in the everyday and everynight social 
world provides an avenue to investigate how the text-mediated construction of 
knowledge and subjectivities serves to maintain and organise ruling relations in 
which people are implicated beyond their direct experience. My research was 
undertaken because the implementation of a sector-designed electronic curriculum 
and assessment tool has the potential to impact upon my work as a teacher and an 
educational leader, and to shape teachers’ work and subjectivities into the future. 
From my own unsettled feelings about work with the eCAT, I began to explore how 
policies, discourses and social relations impact teachers’ work in complex ways. The 
next chapter will discuss the literature on teachers’ work, educational policy and 
policy research in a climate of globalisation as this contextualises and informs my 
research findings. 
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Chapter 3:  Literature Review 
The starting point of the research is to investigate teachers’ work and teachers’ 
experience trialling an electronic curriculum and assessment tool. The research 
problematises the implementation of this technology and explores how this ‘instance’ 
of policy enactment and teachers’ curriculum, assessment and reporting work may 
reflect wider discourses in education that are shaping teachers’ work. Given this 
focus, a range of research literature is discussed relating to four main topics. 
 The first section of this chapter reviews the literature on globalisation, which 
is related to the wider context of my study. It explores the impact of globalisation on 
the discourses and purposes of education around the world over recent decades, as a 
key contention of this research is that particular discourses are shaping educational 
goals and practices in trans-local settings. The second section of this chapter will 
examine the literature on globalisation in the Australian policy context. This has a 
direct bearing on discourses taken up by policy writers and educators at all levels to 
shape the day-to-day work of teachers in Australia. The third area of discussion 
reviews approaches to policy research. Recent trends in policy analysis explore how 
policy acts as both ideology and discourse. This theoretical position is taken in my 
research, as policy is seen as a purveyor of certain ‘truths’, providing a framework 
for what can be enacted by ‘policy actors’ to shape teachers’ work. Finally, the 
fourth section of the literature review discusses teachers’ work over the last two to 
three decades, mapping a field of constant change in the context of global discourses 
influencing national and state education policy in the 21st century. This section also 
identifies one of the most significant trends in teachers’ work in recent years, the 
pressure to use ICT. This has direct relevance to this study, which explores teachers’ 
experiences trialling the eCAT, and the discourses and ideologies underpinning its 
development. The design and trial of an electronic means to organise teachers’ work 
related to curriculum and assessment is arguably based on a number of assumptions 
about the purposes and extent of integration of ICT in teachers’ work.  
3.1 DEFINING GLOBALISATION 
Globalisation is a complex phenomenon connecting and impacting upon nation 
states in search of security and sustainability (Olssen, Codd & O’Neill, 2004). 
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Conley writes that globalisation is “best understood as both a material effect and an 
ideological construction” (2001, p, 224). Maguire suggests, “the globalisation thesis 
works as a way of thinking and speaking that makes possible certain ways of acting 
and behaving and at the same time, works to conceal other versions or alternatives” 
(2002, p. 263). It is therefore important to have an understanding of the inherently 
ideological discourses at the heart of this phenomenon. Education as a policy field 
has been shaped by historical, cultural and socioeconomic factors increasingly 
situated in discourses of globalisation (Ball, Maguire & Braun, 2012; Maguire, 2002; 
Olssen et al., 2004; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010). According to Gewirtz and Ball, resultant 
educational policy responses have had consequences “not only for work practices, 
organizational methods and social relationships but also for values of schooling” 
(2000, p. 253). An understanding of globalisation is necessary in order to undertake a 
critical reading of national and state education policies shaping teachers’ lives and 
their work (Olssen et al., 2004).  
Globalisation is a complex, unsettled and emotive concept (Sheil, 2001) but 
essentially the term refers to a process whereby societies, cultures and economies 
have become globally connected through a transnational network of communication, 
knowledge and trade. Carnoy (1998, p. 23) refers to globalisation as “a new way of 
thinking about economic and social space and time”. Since McLuhan (1964) coined 
the phrase ‘the global village’, terms such as the information age (Castells, 1996) and 
technological revolution have been used “to understand the changes and continuities 
in global/local interconnectedness that impact on and give expression to educational 
innovations” (Apple et al., 2005, p. 173). For some, globalisation is constructed as a 
social process characterised by time/space compression as a result of greater mobility 
and global communication technologies (Maguire, 2002; Massey, 1994; Robertson, 
1992; Taylor et al., 1997; Waters, 1995). Interconnectedness is seen as a source of 
liberating opportunities (Rizvi & Lingard, 2000), which downplays how policy 
development in many domains is framed by the economic imperatives of 
globalisation (Apple at al., 2005; Kelly, 2009; Levin, 1998; Maguire, 2002).  
Market forces associated with “global capitalism” in the “neoliberal 
imaginary of globalisation” (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010, p. 37) have emerged as drivers 
of policy development. International organisations such as the World Bank and 
Organisation for Economic and Cooperative Development (OECD) have 
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considerable influence on national policy formation, including the field of education. 
Governments globally are searching for effective policies to achieve greater 
efficiencies in schooling and seeking to mobilise a range of public and private 
resources to enhance the social and economic prospects of individuals and nations 
(OECD, 2009). 
3.1.1. Globalisation and Neoliberalism 
The globalising trends evident in the field of education should be 
contextualised within a wider political philosophy of neoliberalism, which 
presupposes governments’ role in creating the appropriate market conditions to 
produce competitive and entrepreneurial citizens (Olssen at al., 2004). Neoliberal 
governmentality positions the market as a central mediator of policy across all fields 
of social and political activity, including education. Neoliberalism assumes that 
competition promotes quality, efficiency and entrepreneurialism in the interests of 
self-development and advancement, a phenomenon reported by Kelly (2009) in 
reference to educational initiatives in the UK.  
Research suggests that this ‘new orthodoxy’ of neoliberalism is shaping public 
policy in a number of fields, including education. Characteristically, economic 
rationalism links schooling, employment, productivity and trade, and greater control 
over curriculum outcomes to enhance employability skills and competencies. This is 
combined with government efforts to reduce the costs to government of education 
and enhance the benefits of market choice (Carter & O’Neill, 1995; Levin, 1998). 
Ball’s recent work argues that global education policy has resulted in significant 
changes in “how policy and public services get done” with greater “advocacy and 
dissemination of ‘private’ and social enterprise solutions to the ‘problems’ of state 
education” (2012, pp. 1-2). In Australia, Lingard (2009) suggests that market forces 
have obscured ethics and social justice as drivers of policy, especially in education, 
and Sheil (2001) argues that this is shaping the values and direction of society. 
3.1.2. Neoliberal Globalisation as a Driver in Education Policy 
Education policies and practices thus cannot be understood without reference 
to the impact of global influences (Crossley, 2000). The view that education policy, 
and consequently teachers’ work, has been, and continues to be shaped by global 
influences, subordinating education policy to economic rationalism, is widely 
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supported (Ball, 2012; Levin, 1998; Lingard, 2009; Maguire, 2002; Reid 1999; 
Taylor et al., 1997). This body of research (see also Engel & Rutkoswki, 2008; 
Kelly, 2009; Smyth, 2001) suggests that economic imperatives arising from 
globalisation have changed the way education and teaching are conceptualised and 
managed, and the search for efficiencies in education are based, according to Carnoy, 
on “financially-driven, free-market ideology, not of a clear conception for improving 
education” (1999, p. 28).  
Business principles and the rhetoric of managerialism have been applied to the 
organisation and reform of schooling across the globe (Leithwood & Earl, 2000). 
Humes (2007) suggests a pervasive corporate culture, the effect of which is policy 
trends emphasising school choice and increasing accountability for student 
achievement, school improvement and school effectiveness. Lingard (2011) 
identifies a ‘policy as numbers’ phenomenon that has emerged in a global education 
field as a result of “the continuing dominance, despite the global financial crisis, of 
neo-liberal political frameworks” (Lingard, 2001, p. 356). Grace (1989) refers to an 
‘ideological manoeuvre’ whereby concepts such as the economising of education and 
market driven language of efficiency, quality and accountability in education have 
been ‘deprived of tension or debate’. Unless problematised, market ideologies will 
perpetuate a cycle of discourse that pervades policy and practice in multiple fields.  
3.1.3. Human Capital Theory in Education 
Some research literature suggests that the role of education in a context of 
globalisation is to prepare young people for their place in the workforce and ensure 
international competitiveness in the global marketplace (Engel & Rutkowski, 2008; 
Thrupp & Tomlinson, 2005). Levin (2010) observed that governments’ interest in 
changing education systems around the world is partly the result of emphasis on 
human capital development. In Australia, Lingard suggests that as a result of “global 
policy convergence” (2010, p. 130) education is being reorganised to meet the 
nation’s need of human capital. 
Human Capital Theory emerged in the 1960s and led to significant investment 
in education. The human capital of a nation can be defined, according to Olssen and 
his colleagues, as “the sum of skills, talents and knowledge embodied in its 
population” (2004, p. 147). Fitzsimmons and Peters (1994) argued that a revival of 
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Human Capital Theory occurred in the 1990s to create a highly skilled and flexible 
workforce to work competitively in a global market. 
An emphasis on economic imperatives in a context of globalisation is evident 
in the way students are constructed in documents framing education in Australia for 
the 21st century. Students are seen as future workers in the global arena as 
“educational policy has become one element of broader economic policy as a new 
human capital view of education has taken hold” (Taylor et al., 1997, p. 97). The 
National Goals for Schooling for the 21st Century are aimed at securing for students 
“the necessary knowledge, understanding, skills and values for a productive and 
rewarding life” (MCEECDYA, 1999). To compete in the global marketplace 
Australia must foster a knowledge economy; being productive is what is valued and 
what brings rewards. In the Melbourne Declaration on the Educational Goals for 
Young Australians, students are constructed as contributors to the wealth of the 
nation and the role of schools and teachers is to ensure “the nation’s ongoing 
economic prosperity” by preparing students to “compete in the global economy on 
knowledge and innovation” (MCEETYA, 2008). Similar sentiments are also evident 
in documents justifying the need for a national standardised Australian Curriculum. 
In a media release on 1 March 2010, Chair of the Australian Curriculum, Assessment 
and Reporting Authority (ACARA), Professor Barry McGaw AO, stated that: 
The overall aim is to produce a final curriculum…that equips all young 
Australians with the essential skills, knowledge and capabilities to thrive and 
compete in the globalised world and information rich workplaces of the current 
century. (ACARA, 2010)  
The discourses underpinning current educational policy in Australia are 
consistent with the politics of globalisation, neoliberalism and economic rationalism. 
Competition, both individual and as a nation, is promoted in order to be successful 
and thrive in the global information age. The production of human capital is seen as a 
key purpose of education, shaping educational provision in order to meet the 
demands of a competitive global economy. Inevitably, competition fosters 
comparison, and governments are increasingly reliant on measures of relative 
performance in order to shape policy development. 
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3.1.4. Global Discourse of Standards-based Comparison and Accountability 
A characteristic effect of globalisation has been the creation of an ‘audit 
culture’ in education (Kostogriz & Doecke, 2011; Lingard 2011), and an emphasis 
on what Fielding has called “the idolatry of measurement” (1999, p. 280). The 
OECD has a significant role in marketing comparative achievement data on a global 
scale, contributing significantly to education policy in worldwide. Whilst economic 
policy is the foundation work of the OECD, “its educational agenda has become 
significant in framing policy options not only at the national but also in the 
constitution of a global policy space in education” (Grek, 2009, p. 24).  
Levin (2010) suggests that public attention given to international comparisons 
of student achievement has put more pressure on governments across the world to 
change their education systems. International participation in TIMMS, PISA and 
PIRLS3 has led to “the fixation of some governments with their position in the 
pecking order” (Gallagher 2005, p. 121). Lingard locates the emphasis on “global 
comparisons of student performance as a surrogate measure of the quality of the 
nation’s schooling” (2010, p. 136) within a neo-liberal imaginary in which he 
perceives Australia is trapped in terms of its education policy. In 2006, PISA 
extended to 57 countries including Australia. In 2012 over 70 countries participated 
in PISA.4 This indicates the importance accorded internationally to comparative 
educational data across the world.  
Germany’s response to PISA data in 2000 provides strong evidence of the 
significance of the OECD as a policy agent within and beyond country borders. A 
poor ranking in literacy and numeracy achievement was widely publicised in the 
media, leading to immediate pressure for educational reform (Grek, 2009). Similarly 
in Australia, relatively poor performance in the latest international comparative data 
published in December 2012 has led to then Prime Minister Julia Gillard’s concern 
that Australia is “losing the education race” (Gillard, 2012). A consequent policy aim 
that Australia be in the top five countries in performance in mathematics, science and 
reading by 2025, ‘legitimises’ an agenda of education reform.  
                                                
3 TIMMS (Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study), PISA (Programme for 
International Student Assessment) and PIRLS (Progress in International Reading Literacy Study) 
provide international measures of assessment used to assess the impact of educational quality and 
improve educational policies and outcomes in participating countries and economies. 
4 www.oecd.org/pisa/ 
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Alexander problematises the pursuit of ‘world class’ standards, arguing that it 
has led to copying of other nations’ policies, including high-stakes testing regimes, 
“in the hope of outperforming them” (2011, p. 265). He argues that this pursuit of 
standards is as much about accruing political capital as improving educational 
outcomes, and contends that the result has been to impoverish the curriculum and 
classroom practice in the UK. Berliner (2011) also notes this effect in the UK and the 
United States and suggests that curriculum narrowing marginalises necessary skills 
for the 21st century, which will ultimately cause students and national economies to 
suffer. Wrigley (2012), reviewing the books of Ravitch (2010) in the USA, Benn 
(2011) and Bangs and his colleagues in the UK (2011), notes commonality in a focus 
on that which can be measured and compared with the aim of driving improvement. 
Similarly, research in Australia provides evidence that a national testing agenda sits 
within the effects of a global economisation of education, promoting comparison and 
competition as part of an agenda of improving national productivity (Comber, 2012; 
Klenowski & Wyatt-Smith, 2012; Kostogriz & Doecke, 2011; Lingard, 2010). 
Increased accountability measures – defined by Rothman (1995) as processes 
by which states and systems ensure that their goals are met – are consistent with 
principles of neoliberalism. According to Apple (2001), “in all too many countries, 
neo-liberal visions of quasi-markets are usually accompanied by neo-conservative 
pressure to regulate content and behaviour through such things as national curricula, 
national standards, and national systems of assessment” (p. 416). Education has 
become a marketable commodity in which performativity must be measured.  
The notion of standards, according to Klenowski and Wyatt-Smith (2010), 
requires greater clarity as there is currently confusion and messiness around the use 
of this term in policy and practice. National standards, they argue, have been 
introduced in response to international comparative data in countries like Germany, 
and have led more recently to the development of national curricula and achievement 
standards in Australia and Norway. New Zealand introduced National Standards for 
primary school achievement in 2009 (Thrupp, 2013). However, Klenowski and 
Wyatt-Smith suggest that political and educational understandings of the term vary. 
Systemically, standards refer to knowledge, skills or processes. Defined as ‘quality 
benchmarks’ or ‘arbiters of quality’, they are usually used for accountability 
purposes and represent expectation along a continuum (2010, p. 111). Content 
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standards are often confused with achievement or performance standards in the way 
teachers understand and interpret them as measures of quality of achievement against 
benchmarks. Klenowski and Wyatt-Smith (2010) suggest “competing beliefs about 
standards can result in unintended consequences for student learning” (p. 108) as a 
narrow focus on assessment results does not necessarily reflect improvements in 
learning. 
Ball defines performativity as “a technology, a culture, and a mode of 
regulation that employs judgements, comparisons and displays as a means of 
incentive, control, attrition and change” (2006, p. 144). Measuring performativity by 
means of standardised indicators inevitably results in attempts to define what counts 
in education (Apple, 2001). As a consequence of globalisation and policies of 
economic rationalism, educational discourses are now infused with references to 
accountability, standardised testing, outcomes-based assessment and performance 
indicators of students, teachers and schools. Educational systems are required to be 
more accountable but Vidovich and Slee (2000) argue that managerial and market 
forms of accountability have taken precedence over more professional forms. 
Thus far, a discussion of the literature suggests that globalisation has impacted 
upon the purpose and delivery of education and increasingly the way relative 
performance is measured. The next section explores more specifically how such 
discourses are influencing education policy in Australia. 
3.2 GLOBALISATION AND EDUCATION POLICY IN AUSTRALIA  
The penetration of a discourse of globalisation into the field of education in 
Australia was evident in the early 1990s, where, according to Kenway, “educational 
purposes, languages and practices are being subsumed by marketing purposes, 
languages and practices” (1993, p. 4). Conley (2002) argues that since then 
governments have sought to convince the population of the legitimacy of global 
economic imperatives, thus avoiding any problematisation of the effects of 
globalisation on domestic policies.  
An extensive body of research by John Smyth (2001; 2006; 2007; 2011) 
critically reflects upon the impact of globalisation on education in Australia, and 
challenges the ‘politics of reform’ that have subjected teachers to “a debilitating 
overload of political interference and media hyperbole in respect of teaching and 
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teacher-education” (Smyth, 2006, p. 301). Teachers and teacher education 
institutions are being held responsible for a crisis in schools and the means to 
improving quality are found in “adherence to arbitrarily determined standards and 
targets, and ensuring compliance through forms of prescribed accountability” 
(Smyth, 2006, p. 302). Smyth argues that this deliberately constructed agenda 
constitutes “an ideological assault on the primary nature, intent and purpose of 
schools and institutions of teacher education” guided by “market responsiveness” 
(2006, p. 303).  
Lingard (2010) writes that, despite Australia’s political structure and the power 
of the States and Territories, the federal government has strengthened its role in 
schooling. The States and Territories have relinquished some autonomy over 
education in exchange for education funding (Lingard & Porter, 1997), which has 
increasingly facilitated pursuit of a national agenda for driving improvement. As will 
be discussed in the next chapter, federal legislation in the form of the Schools 
Assistance Act 2004 introduced “a raft of new conditions for Commonwealth 
funding for schools” (Bills Digest No.14, 2004-5)5, all of which were aimed at 
increasing efficiency, effectiveness and accountability in education through 
managerialism and performativity (Smyth, 2006), what Ball (2006) calls “neo-liberal 
policy technologies” (cited in Thrupp, 2009, p. 8).  
Smyth contends that the grain of policy reform over the last decade has 
essentially been around “a mantra of accountability, auditing, standards, targets, 
benchmarks and punitive sanctions directed at under-resourced schools that are 
increasingly incapable of delivering on unrealistic performance demands” (Smyth, 
2007, p. 222). Reform measures have reflected a “simplistic infatuation with raising 
achievement” (p. 230). The focus on raising achievement, in its narrow sense of what 
‘counts’ in comparative testing data nationally and internationally, has led to a 
national approach to schooling identified by Lingard (2010). This has included 
National Partnerships to fund particular improvement initiatives, for example in low 
socioeconomic status schools, a national curriculum and a range of accountability 
mechanisms including high-stakes national testing and publication of schools’ 
achievement data on ACARA’s My School website. Lingard argues that such 
national accountability mechanisms will “have a more profound ‘nationalising’ effect 
                                                
5 http://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Bills_Legislation/bd/bd0405 
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than other earlier federal approaches to schooling” (2010, p. 132). He also suggests 
that the federal government has very strategically used the media to heighten parents’ 
interest in the ‘evaluation message’, “in effect working a different politics in the 
information age” (p. 130). 
Political rhetoric gives power to parents as consumers and governments are 
using an alleged call for improved ‘standards’ and choice by parents to legitimate 
policy decisions such as the proliferation of ‘self-managing schools’, a policy that 
Smyth contends has been “inexplicably adopted around the world with remarkable 
speed and consistency and in the absence of a proper evidence base or with little 
regard or respect for teachers, students or learning” (Smyth, 2011, p. 95). Self-
managing schools are designed to increase efficiency and accountability and give 
more choice and power to parents; goals that Smyth argues “resonate powerfully in 
the general public imagination” (p. 98) and represent “a global phenomenon that ‘we 
had to have’” (p. 104).  
A global field of education policy has led to national governments, including 
that in Australia, “attempting to produce policy initiatives…that will coordinate, 
monitor and control schooling practices to guarantee educational outcomes that meet 
global and national imperatives” (Gerrard & Farrell, 2013, p. 1). This policy agenda 
has coincided with the emphasis on human capital to allow Australia to compete in a 
global economy. These are the main pillars of education policy that will be discussed 
in the next section in relation to Australia’s national goals for schooling. 
3.2.1. National Goals for Schooling 
In tying funding to conditions associated with performance, federal education 
policy is instituting an effective means to promote and hold educational institutions 
accountable for some of the Australian Government’s national priorities for 
schooling. These include greater national consistency, transparency of school 
performance – consistent with global interest in comparative measures of education - 
and the preparation of young Australians to compete in a global knowledge 
economy.  
Since the Hobart Declaration on Schooling (1989), superseded by the Adelaide 
Declaration on National Goals for Schooling in the 21st Century (1999) and then the 
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Melbourne Declaration on the Educational Goals for Young Australians (2008)6, 
education legislation has imposed regulations aimed at the achievement of national 
goals “to assist young people to contribute to Australia's social, cultural and 
economic development and to develop a disposition towards learning throughout 
their lives so that they can exercise their rights and responsibilities as citizens of 
Australia” (MCEECDYA, 1999)7. The constitution of national goals for education 
has echoed the priorities for education outlined internationally by organisations such 
as the OECD and is indicative of a wider international context of influence arising 
from globalisation. Similarly, an annual National Report on Schooling in Australia is 
aimed at increasing public awareness of a variety of performance indicators in 
education, such as participation and retention rates, all designed to increase 
accountability and improve performance. 
The ideology underpinning the Schools Assistance Act 2004 is consistent with 
neo-liberal principles, affirming market place competition and the sorting and 
selecting function of schools. The measures introduced in subsequent policy 
decisions have taken Australian schooling some way along the road travelled in the 
UK towards publication and use of data aimed at ranking student, school, sector and 
state performance in the interests of promoting competition to drive improvements in 
teaching and education, particularly in public schools. Given a history of “unthinking 
copying from elsewhere of education policies dimly understood” (Levin 1998, p. 
138), there is evidence that Australia is attempting to replicate international policies 
that promote accountability by competition and “a new era of transparency in 
schools” (Gillard, 2009). 
Emphasis on outcomes is consistent with the corporate culture that has infused 
educational policy and discourses about teaching. According to Smyth it is also 
evidence of a “new technology of control within education” that has emerged since 
the 1980s. Of concern is the uncontested nature of this discourse. The focus in local 
and national policy has been on raising levels of achievement through a new style of 
managerialism that exerts control over teachers’ work but is largely outside their 
                                                
6 States and Territories have cooperated since 1989 in agreeing National Goals for Schooling in 
Australia, which have framed educational provision and curriculum development.  
7 MCEETYA (Ministerial Council on Education, Employment, Training and Youth Affairs) became 
the Ministerial Council for Education, Early Childhood Development and Youth Affairs 
(MCEECDYA) on 1 July 2009 after a realignment of the roles and responsibilities of two previously 
existing councils—MCEETYA and the Ministerial Council for Vocational and Technical Education 
(MCVTE) (http://www.mceecdya.edu.au/mceecdya/about_mceecdya,11318.html) 
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sphere of influence. Gewirtz and Ball (2000) suggest that the role of school 
management is to implement, without question, external aims and policies within 
constraints also set outside the school. 
One policy mechanism designed to improve education through competition 
has been the implementation of standardised testing to measure student achievement. 
Standards-based accountability, according to Kostogriz and Doecke, “is concerned 
with the auditing of schools through mandated literacy and numeracy tests and the 
establishment of internal control or self-monitoring mechanisms” (2011, p. 398). The 
national assessment program for literacy and numeracy (NAPLAN) was trialled in 
2008 to replace state testing regimes and consolidated in 2009. NAPLAN takes the 
form of national written tests of literacy and numeracy for all students in Years 3, 5, 
7 and 9 across all states and territories in Australia. Accountability was heightened in 
2010 when the Federal Government launched the My School website 
(www.myschool.edu.au), publishing results of the national tests, ostensibly to allow 
parents to compare performance of ‘like’ schools in a region or sector and put 
pressure on schools and teachers to improve performance. Smyth argues that the My 
School website represents the latest phase in the government’s privatisation of 
education, and a means by which parents can exercise their rights as consumers by 
comparing schools’ performance in “league table in all but name” (2011, p. 100). 
Rowe and Windle agree that “the publication of Australian school performance 
indicators on the ‘My School’ website constitutes a significant movement towards 
the heightened development of school choice markets” (2012, p. 138). However, 
their research on school choice as experienced by inner-city families indicated that 
whilst parents did access the My School website, they still relied upon other sources 
of information about schools to inform their decisions about school choice. 
A question to pose is why educational policy discourse in Australia and 
elsewhere in the world is focusing increasingly on improvement, measurement and 
performativity. Kostogriz and Doecke suggest that “mistrust of teachers’ ability to 
make professional judgements and, indeed, of making decisions about what and how 
they teach” (2011, p. 398) is central to the promotion of an accountability agenda. 
This mistrust of teachers is part of a wider discourse of crisis in education that has 
led to increased measures of centralisation, control and surveillance in Australia and 
overseas. 
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3.2.2. A Narrative of Crisis 
Kamler (1997) refers to a narrative of crisis, giving political legitimacy to the 
emphasis on accountability in education policy. In Australia this is consistent with 
government and media constructions of a crisis in levels of achievement such as 
literacy, the impending blame for the ‘problem’ placed on education institutions and 
teachers, and the heightened need for a quick fix solution based upon the rhetoric of 
certainty (Kamler, 1997). Such rhetoric of crisis continues to inform federal 
education policy, such as the implementation of NAPLAN, which has reorganised 
teachers’ work in the context of a national assessment program for literacy and 
numeracy (NAPLAN) in Australia (Comber, 2012).  
In a paper exploring the mediatisation of education policy in Australia, Hattam 
and his colleagues noted the frequency with which the Howard Government’s 
Education Minister, Brendan Nelson, used media to consistently attack teachers as 
“mediocre, disengaged and disillusioned” (cited in Hattam, Prosser & Brady, 2009, 
p. 164). Blaming teachers for poor educational outcomes is not new. 
Teachers are often blamed, without evidence, either directly or by implication, 
for being a major source of the problem of sagging international economic 
competitiveness and low productivity performance. The tenor of public 
discussion invariably tends to be in deficit terms – standards are falling, 
illiteracy is rising, teachers are less than competent…schools need to be made 
more competitive by parental choice and the publication of league tables of 
school results. (Smyth, 1997, p. 2)  
Lingard, Taylor and Rawolle (2005) identify the media as significant actors in 
globalisation and educational policy as the logics of other fields, such as journalism 
and the economy, interfere with the autonomy of the educational policy field. 
Research (see Blackmore & Thorpe, 2003; Hattam et al., 2009) suggests that “the 
impact of the media on education is somehow important for the lives of teachers, 
students, principals, educational policy makers and academics in education; in short 
it appears that in relation to education, media matters” (Rawolle, 2010, p. 21). 
Hattam and his colleagues suggest that teachers are working in a ‘hostile policy 
environment’ of ‘backlash politics’ that is operating to limit innovation. It is an 
environment where politicians are engaging in sound bites rather than policy debate 
and presenting an image of ‘common sense’ schooling aimed at garnering political 
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support for policy measures designed to increase control over education provision. 
They argue that The Australian newspaper has been used as a vehicle by education 
advisers to the government, such as Kevin Donnelly, to perpetuate “a sense of 
education in crisis with underachieving students, liberal teachers, left-wing 
academics and inconsistent standards to blame” (Hattam et al., 2009, p.166). 
According to Smyth, Donnelly published “no less than 20 articles in the Australian 
mainstream print media disparaging Australian public schools, teachers, teacher 
educators and teacher unions” (Smyth, 2006, p. 310).  
The views presented by Donnelly (2004) – that education has “suffered from a 
range of educational fads that have led to a politically correct and dumbed-down 
education system” – (cited in Hattam et al., 2009, p. 167) were echoed by Julie 
Bishop in 2006 as Federal Minister for Education following Nelson. Julie Bishop 
criticised the “trendy educational fads” (Bishop, 2006) damaging students’ futures 
and Australia’s economic credibility. She also cited economic arguments, focusing 
on duplication of effort and waste of resources, for advocating a national curriculum. 
These economic justifications were immediately reported by a media already 
comfortable with market driven policy decisions and largely convinced by 
Donnelly’s “back to the future” mantra for education (Hattam et al., 2009, p. 167). 
There is evident continuity in this educational discourse taken up by Prime Minister 
Julia Gillard and her Federal Education Minister, Peter Garrett, in their focus on 
delivering further educational ‘reforms’ that emphasise school effectiveness and 
performativity to address Australia’s under-performance in comparative education 
data. This narrative of crisis has led most recently in Australia to a ‘standards 
agenda’ related to teacher quality and evaluation and a commitment to ways of 
measuring national professional standards for teachers as part of a national agenda of 
school reform. 
A narrative of crisis in education is not confined to Australia. Ravitch (2010) 
suggests that the ascendancy of a media generated ‘state of emergency’ in schools in 
the United States of America contributed significantly to the introduction of the No 
Child Left Behind policy for education legislated by the Bush government in 2002. 
Apple (2006) argues that a sense of ‘panic’ led to criticism of teachers and teacher 
unions and to greater standardisation and control over curriculum and testing 
regimes. A narrative of crisis has promoted what Thrupp (2009) calls the ‘politics of 
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blame’, which refers to “the way that governments attempt to construct student or 
institutional ‘underperformance’ or ‘failure’ as the clear responsibility of schools and 
teachers” (p. 6). Thrupp suggests that little account is made of social and economic 
factors contributing to poor performance, and teachers are often positioned as 
convenient ‘scapegoats’ to deflect attention from wider issues of social policy. 
Clearly teachers are working in challenging times, subject to increased public 
scrutiny and surveillance. They are also the subjects of cycles of reform in terms of 
curriculum change, standardised testing and accountability for performance. Whilst 
an examination of the larger picture of values across different fields in Australian 
society is not within the purposes of this research, the literature on globalisation 
provides evidence that public policies are increasingly located within global systems 
affected by economic and political imperatives (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010; Ball, 2012). 
The literature suggests the emergence of a global educational community and 
discourse that is reconstituting the goals of education to develop human capital and 
promote economic competitiveness. Such global discourses shape policy, enabling 
knowledge and activity that impose perspectives via what Smith (2005) calls 
textually mediated social organisation. Policy as ideology and discourse is taken up 
in its trajectory by actors in localised activities who participate in the ruling relations 
that perpetuate the discourses and purposes of schooling that are shaping teachers’ 
work. According to Apple, what is seemingly a “contradictory discourse of 
competition, markets, and choice on the one hand and accountability, performance 
objectives, standards, national testing, and national curriculum on the other has 
created such a din that it is hard to hear anything else” (2001, p. 411). This will be 
explored further in the next section, which discusses educational policy analysis. 
3.3 PROBLEMATISING POLICY: FIRMING THE THEORETICAL 
GROUND ON WHICH I WALK 
3.3.1. Defining Policy 
This section will discuss policy research and policy analysis in order to 
understand how policies come into being and serve ideological as well as 
organisational purposes as they are interpreted and enacted by policy actors across 
sites of work. This is important to my study of teachers’ work as I seek, through 
institutional ethnography, to trace and explain the text-mediated policies and 
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discourses operating to organise teachers’ work in a particular instance of policy 
enactment. 
 Policy is a highly contested concept. Hogwood and Gunn described it as a 
“label for a field of activity”, “an expression of general purpose” or “decisions of 
government” in reference to public policy (1984, pp. 13-19). According to Rizvi and 
Lingard, public policies are “normative, expressing both ends and means designed to 
steer the actions and behaviour of people” (2010, p. 4). Policy intention is usually, 
although not always, conveyed in written and often legal documents and taken “as 
the closed preserve of the formal government apparatus of policy making” (Ozga, 
2000, p. 42). Ball (2012) argues that this interpretation of policy, which tends to 
focus on policy as text, serves to marginalise the ‘process’ of policy enactment and 
the role of policy actors in policy activity. 
3.3.2. Policy as Discourse and Process 
The approach to policy analysis of Ball and others (see Bell & Stevenson, 
2006; Maguire et al., 2011) views policy as process and acknowledges the 
complexity of negotiation and the role of agency, which can mediate policy effects. 
Ball’s early policy research (1994) positioned policy as text and action, what is 
intended as well as what is enacted. This implies that policy at all levels involves 
“negotiation, contestation, or struggle between different groups who may lie outside 
the formal machinery of official policy-making” (Ozga, 2000, p. 113).  
Taylor and her colleagues suggest that policy ensembles are often put together 
as the only plausible response to perceived problems in fields of activity. Policies are 
a means to “articulate, rearticulate, or institutionalise the manner in which particular 
issues might be understood” (1997, p. 5). Policy research is designed to problematise 
this notion by emphasising the discursive work that policies do in the way they 
construct the ‘problem’ in order to legitimise the policy response (Braun et al., 
2011b; McLaughlin, 2006).  
In my study of teachers’ work and the discourses influencing and shaping day-
to-day experience, policy is analysed to trace the ideological work being 
accomplished to perpetuate relations of power, subjectivities and ways of acting and 
being as a teacher. Policy texts acting as carriers of ideology and discourse are, 
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however, subject to interpretation and contestation by teachers as they use their 
agency as part of the process of negotiation and enactment in their day-to-day work.  
3.3.3. Policy as a ‘Field of Possibilities’: Foucault, ‘Truth’ and Power 
Ball’s approach to policy analysis focuses on policy as text, discourse and 
effect. “We need to appreciate the way in which policy ensembles, collections of 
related policies, exercise power through the production of ‘truth’ and ‘knowledge’, as 
discourses” (Ball, 2006, p. 48). This approach draws on the work of Foucault. 
Foucault’s post-structuralist epistemology sees ‘truths’, in so far as they exist and are 
maintained through social structures and institutions, as political and as “historically 
and discursively mediated” (Olssen et al., 2004, p. 21). Policies create “a field of 
possibilities” (Foucault, 1983, p. 93) and particular subjectivities which, when taken 
up by subjects, legitimise policy and produce self-governing individuals, providing a 
means of control that Foucault terms governmentality. As both text and discourse, 
policy can be seen as a process that is not benign but through which people and 
things emerge that come to matter in education (Heimans, 2012).  
Foucault’s approach to policy logically informs institutional ethnography. In 
Foucault’s interpretation, power is exercised through discourse, which is not 
dissimilar to the theory of text-mediated ruling relations at the centre of Smith’s 
institutional ethnography. A Foucauldian interpretation of policy analysis “aims at 
identifying and exposing the unrecognised forms of power in people’s lives, to 
expose and move beyond the forms in which we are entrapped in relation to the 
diverse ways that we act and think” (Olssen et al., 2004, p. 39). Both complementary 
theoretical positions invite a critical discourse analysis approach to educational 
policy formation and enactment. As Olssen and colleagues argue: 
In most modern societies, the education system is controlled by the state, but it 
works to maintain relations of power throughout the society as a whole. For this 
reason, the official discourse of the state relating to educational policies (for 
example, core curriculum, transition education, systems of assessment or school 
management) are obvious instances in which discourse becomes the instrument 
and object of power. (2004, p. 67) 
In Australia the federal government has wrested power from the states in 
imposing centralising and controlling educational policy in the form of a national 
curriculum, assessment and testing regimes and transparent systems of 
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accountability, all of which have impacted upon my work as a teacher and a 
curriculum leader. One aim of my study is to problematise the policies and 
discourses organising my situated experience as an educator to identify how power is 
exercised over my embodied work and how I am implicated in these ruling relations 
as a potentially ‘self-governing’ individual. 
Fairclough also draws on Foucault, and sees policies as more than texts; they 
speak simultaneously of discourse and social practice, a window to the “more remote 
conditions of institutional and social structures” (Fairclough, 1989, p. 26). 
Fairclough’s approach to the interpretation of policy is consistent with the principles 
and aims of institutional ethnography, which seek to track how people’s situated 
work is organised, and interacts with others through institutional processes. These 
processes enable social relations that are often remote or outside of the knowledge of 
those engaging in the work. 
Policy discursively promotes and sustains particular ways of looking at the 
world. In this way policy represents and conveys ideology. Ideology plays a 
significant role in shaping policy as explored in the previous section of this chapter 
on the impact of globalised discourses on education. As Ball suggests “policies are 
textual interventions into practice; and although many teachers (and others) are 
proactive, ‘writerly’ readers of texts, their readings and reactions are not constructed 
in circumstances of their own making” (1993, p. 12). However, as Levin suggests, 
“beliefs, political factors, feasibility, resource limits, bureaucratic routines, time and 
the personalities of key actors all reduce the likelihood of a direct correspondence 
between ideology and outcome” (1998, p. 134). In policy trajectories, texts are 
framed, interpreted and re-interpreted before being taken up in day-to-day work. As 
Heimans writes, “policy enactment might best be described as a meshwork of policy 
practices. These practices draw on divergent material and discursive resources for 
their ongoing emergent (re)constitution” (2012, p. 317). In other words, policy actors 
on many levels are engaged in interpreting and constituting policy, which can result 
in differences between the intended and actual outcomes of policy implementation. 
In some studies of education, teachers are located as policy subjects and policy 
actors (Ball, 2012; Braun et al., 2011a). Ball and his colleagues (2012) talk of policy 
‘enactment’ rather than implementation, as teachers work creatively with the 
possibilities available to them. Coburn similarly notes, “teachers come to understand 
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new policy ideas through the lens of their values and pre-existing knowledge and 
practices, often interpreting, adapting, or transforming policy messages as they put 
them into place” (2005, p. 477). This observation acknowledges the importance of 
agency in the policy process, which is not linear but subject to negotiation (Rizvi & 
Lingard, 2010).  
Foucault’s notion of power as productive and discursive is significant in my 
study of teachers’ work, as policies shaping what is possible enter relations of power 
in their intent and their activation (Foucault, 1981). The extent to which policies are 
activated as intended in no small measure depends on the naturalisation of discourses 
inherent within them, and where the actors are positioned in relation to them (Braun 
et al., 2011b). As Ball argues, “we are the subjectivities, the voices, the knowledge, 
the power relations that a discourse constructs and allows…we take up the positions 
constructed for us within policies” (1993, p. 14). My study of teachers’ work, 
specifically as it relates to an instance of policy enactment, seeks to analyse the 
subjectivities being activated by teachers, made available to them by ruling relations 
mediated through texts and discourses. 
The work of Ball and his colleagues (2011) highlights the complexity of policy 
as process as it is taken up in schools by policy actors doing policy work. Not all 
policy actors are equal in the process of policy interpretation and activation and not 
all policy actors operate from within the sites of activation. Consultants, advisers and 
even businesses can also play an interpretive role in supporting policy 
implementation (Ball et al., 2011). As will be discussed later in presenting the results 
of my study, this was certainly in evidence in the work of consultants shaping 
teachers’ work with the curriculum and assessment software.  
The literature on policy research and analysis is important to my research on 
teachers’ work and the trial of the eCAT as it establishes the theoretical position 
through which I interpret policy development and enactment. I adopt Ball’s approach 
to policy analysis, seeing policy as both text and discourse that constructs ideologies 
and subjectivities. I also draw on a Foucauldian notion of power as discursive and 
productive, together with Smith’s concept of ruling relations, to provide the 
theoretical foundations for interpreting my results. The key theme I draw from Ball, 
Smith and Foucault is that policy as process and discourse is productive of 
subjectivities and normativities. These are available to be appropriated or naturalised 
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as people take them up in their work. As a result people are situated in the ruling 
relations that govern or coordinate their work, which in a broad sense is taken to 
mean people’s thoughts as well as their actions. 
How teachers have taken up, contested or mediated policy discourses in their 
curriculum planning and assessment work is a major focus of this study. In addition, 
how sector leaders have enacted discourses in the development of the eCAT, 
interpreted as an intended policy, is also a focus of this research. As policy objects, 
teachers have been subjected to constant change in their work over the past two 
decades, into which the eCAT is a planned insertion to organise teachers’ practice. 
The next section of this chapter examines the literature on teachers’ work and the 
climate of change over recent decades.  
3.4 CHANGE AND CHALLENGE IN TEACHERS’ WORK 
This part of the chapter examines the literature related to teachers’ work 
predominantly in Australia, but also overseas since the latter part of the 20th century. 
The purpose of this exploration is to contextualise my research by discussing the 
nature and intensity of changes to teachers’ work, and to establish the need for this 
study. In addition, in reviewing the nature of studies related to teachers’ work, this 
section aims to further explain why institutional ethnography is being used as the 
theoretical framework to explore teachers’ work. Rather than presenting research 
from a ‘top down’, administrative or theoretical perspective, which has been the 
more conventional approach, my study of teachers’ work seeks to view experience of 
change from the standpoint of teachers, locating them as the starting point to my 
inquiry. 
This discussion of the literature argues that teachers’ work is in a process of 
constant change as a result of socioeconomic, political and discursive work that is 
connected to the impact of globalisation on the field of education. The final part of 
this section discusses literature related to the proliferation of ICT in teaching, and the 
pressure on teachers to integrate ICT into their work. 
3.4.1. Teaching as Work 
Teaching has been described in various ways over recent decades, as a craft, a 
vocation, professional practice, and a moral purpose, but some studies have seen 
teaching as work and schools as worksites to be organised (Ozga, 1988; Smyth et al., 
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2000). This approach is relevant to this research, which (following Smith) takes a 
very broad conceptualisation of work. Regarding teaching as work recognises “there 
is a labour process in teaching [which] is increasingly regulated by managers and 
employers” (Lawn, 1989, p.158). Reid (2003) argues that whilst labour process 
theory has been marginalised in contemporary studies of teachers’ work due to its 
narrow focus on management, it is still a relevant lens through which to explore 
teachers’ work. Managerial approaches to business and industry, which place 
emphasis on increasing productivity and efficiency in a neoliberal political 
framework, began to herald some reorganisation of teachers’ work towards the end 
of the twentieth century. 
Two examples of commentary on the impact of global changes on teachers’ 
lives and work in the UK and in Australia are Hargreaves’ (1994) Changing 
teachers, changing times, and Smyth and his colleagues’ (2000) Teachers’ work in a 
globalizing economy. The effect of educational policy over recent decades has been 
to politically and socially reconstruct the work of teachers, and subject it to more 
administrative and political control (Goodson, 2008). Commenting on educational 
change in Australia, Blackmore observed that “globalisation has justified the radical 
restructuring of all education sectors… restructuring characterised, as elsewhere, by 
the privatisation, marketisation, commodification and intensification of educational 
work” (1999, p. 2). Similarly, O’Brien and Down (2002) write that market principles 
and managerialism have redefined the governance of schooling. Such re-structuring, 
according to Smyth (2001, p. 3) has directly impacted upon the work of teachers.  
3.4.2. Reconstruction and Intensification of Teachers’ Work 
Smyth (2001) argues that teachers’ work in Australia is being reformed and 
restructured. Reforms are intensifying teachers’ work and calibrating it in an effort to 
improve productivity and accountability through increased measures of control and 
centralisation of aspects of teachers’ work and workplaces. State and federally 
imposed policies and regulations prescribe curriculum, testing and accountability 
measures to manage the outcomes of education. This policy activity seeks to position 
Australia favourably in a global knowledge economy and marketplace. Education is 
discursively positioned as both the ‘problem’ and the ‘solution’ to economic 
productivity and “it is precisely because schooling is so crucial that there has always 
been much controversy over who controls what teachers do” (Ingersoll, 2003, p. 5).  
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A number of studies have investigated teachers’ work and their professional 
lives, many in relation to the influence of educational reform, re-structuring and 
external mandates which are redefining teachers’ work (Comber, 2012; Comber & 
Nixon, 2009; Day, 2002; O’Day, 2002; Reid, 1999; Shacklock & Smyth, 1998; 
Smyth, 2006; Troman & Woods, 2000). Some of these studies have explored 
teachers’ work in an era of high-stakes testing and accountability. Other researchers 
(Kelchtermans, 2005; Lasky, 2005; van Veen & Sleegers, 2006) have explored 
teachers’ emotions in relation to educational reform or investigated teacher 
professional identity, resistance and compliance in response to educational change 
(Moore et al., 2002; Sachs, 2001). Such research focuses on teachers in educational 
change, countering to some extent the often objectified managerialist discourse of 
school reform (O’Brien & Down, 2002) but these studies are less concerned with 
what teachers’ work actually is and what teachers do than with how reform makes 
them feel and act.  
Even before the advent of NAPLAN and the Australian Curriculum, 
researchers were presenting evidence of the intensification of teachers’ work in 
Australia, characterised by larger class sizes, reduced resources, and increased 
expectations around professional development, together with higher levels of 
administration. Smyth (2001) argues that teachers’ work has been subject to rapid 
and constant change, which is at a greater intensity than at any former time in the 
history of teaching. Hattam, Shacklock and Smyth (1997) identified a trend towards 
vocationalism in Australian school curricula with emphasis on marketable 
competencies, and a de-skilling of teachers who were seen as competent practitioners 
or technicians rather than professionals.  
In an Australian context in which “the history of Australian education is largely 
one of a highly centralised, bureaucratic provision of education” (Smyth, 2001, p. 
21), reforms are having considerable and detrimental effects. As Smyth argued over 
a decade ago, “teachers are reeling from the effects of poorly conceptualized reform 
policies that have literally torn the heart out of their work” (p. 10). The reform 
agenda has continued to subject teachers’ work to more control by means of 
prescribed curriculum frameworks, performance indicators and state and national 
tests. The changes to assessment practices and the implementation of various 
curriculum frameworks, now being subsumed by an Australian curriculum, have also 
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been experienced in the United Kingdom since the introduction of the National 
Curriculum in 1988, and policies in the United States to promote education that 
leaves ‘No Child Left Behind’. Valli and Buese (2007) suggest that teachers’ work is 
increasingly characterised by intensification, standardisation and de-skilling. This 
has led to changes in how teachers are constructed as professionals.  
3.4.3. Teachers as Professionals 
Professionalism is a contested term in teaching (Lawn, 1989). Helsby (2000) 
suggests it is subject to change and redefinition to suit particular interests, and Smyth 
and his colleagues (2000) argue that teacher professionalism has been subject to 
increasing measures of reform and control. Robertson (2000) identifies a 
reconstruction of teachers’ work that she terms ‘new professionalism’ which has 
been shaped by principles of corporate managerialism. According to Goodson and 
Hargreaves (1996) the changing nature of teachers’ work is paradoxical as some 
elements are more complex, re-professionalising teachers’ work, whilst other aspects 
rely on external prescription of practices that are de-professionalising teachers’ work. 
Government interventions designed to standardise, measure, and publically scrutinise 
teachers’ work are being experienced by teachers across the world. Teachers are 
increasingly seen as workers integrated into a system where there is reduced 
autonomy and no room to negotiate (Day, 2002; Goodson, 2008). 
In Australia, Sachs (2000) observes that teacher ‘professionalism’ has been a 
site of political struggle through award restructuring and attempts to define the term. 
Teachers are being held more externally accountable for the efficient delivery of 
education. Certainly there is evidence that teachers are required to work within more 
rigidly defined frameworks of curriculum, assessment and reporting which place 
great emphasis on measurable outcomes as a determiner of quality and efficiency in 
the classroom. Sachs (2000) also suggests a narrowing of teachers’ work to focus on 
literacy, numeracy and the production of good citizens, thus addressing a competitive 
neoliberal agenda. Educational policy has continued to subject teachers’ work to 
measures of prescription and accountability, and Mockler’s (2011) paper on teacher 
identity has identified in consequence an increasingly technical-rational, reductionist 
or instrumentalist notion of teachers’ work, which she suggests has ‘impoverished’ 
education and redefined professional identity. 
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3.4.4. Standardisation of Teachers’ Work 
The current political reform agenda in Australia has intensified the debate 
around professionalism in teachers’ work. The Australian Institute for Teaching and 
School Leadership (AITSL) has taken up the discourse of professionalism in the 
publication of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers as a framework for 
evaluating performance. AITSL’s website uses the term ‘professional’ repeatedly in 
its claim to promote excellence in the profession and in describing its responsibility 
for “rigorous Australian professional standards” (www.aitsl.edu.au). The Standards 
for Teachers define the work of teachers in terms of professional knowledge, 
professional practice and professional engagement. In each domain are multiple 
criteria that can be measured and evaluated. The Standards are an example of 
teachers’ work being broken down into smaller, more standardised and prescribed 
components for which teachers are held accountable. More of teachers’ practice is to 
be scrutinised and evaluated within an ongoing discourse of a crisis in education.  
Curriculum change has effected increased standardisation and control of 
teachers’ work. The current implementation of an Australian Curriculum is 
continuing a pattern observed by Smyth wherein the teaching process is becoming 
more prescribed “with objectives laid out sequentially, the number of objectives to be 
covered in a given time specified, and the achievement of these in turn being 
monitored and policed” (2001, p. 48). Anchoring the process of teaching around 
measurable outcomes, both for students and teachers, is one change to teachers’ work 
with obvious parallels in business discourse and activity in a neoliberal paradigm. 
The dominance of ‘outcomes’ began in the 1980s and has since become 
entrenched in educational discourse, coinciding with policies emphasising economic 
objectives in education. According to Smyth outcomes “serve the ideological 
function of delimiting those activities that are regarded as being educationally 
legitimate” (Smyth 2001, p. 88). What is measured or tested in education is 
seemingly what is valued, and Smyth argues that the result of this is the 
reconfiguration of teaching around routines of delivering and testing knowledge, 
“more sophisticated surveillance of outcomes, and greater reliance on measures of 
competence and performance” (2001, pp. 37-38). This is supported more recently by 
Blackmore who argues that “policies around standards and best practice now link the 
social practices of leadership and teaching to indicators of learning outcomes in 
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tighter circles of performativity” (2010, p. 101). These policies include a national 
assessment program (NAPLAN), publication of school performance data, a national 
curriculum and the implementation of national tools to measure and accredit teacher 
quality, and also the work of principals (AITSL). Whilst not within the parameters of 
this study of teachers’ work, further research is warranted on the Professional 
Standards as this tool is already shaping my work as a teacher and as a school leader 
implementing a professional learning and appraisal process in my current site of 
work. 
In summary, research literature suggests that intensification of teachers’ 
work, characterised by increased administrative workload and mechanisms of 
standardisation and measurement, is accompanied by de-skilling, as teachers 
increasingly are being tasked to implement prescribed frameworks for curriculum 
and teacher evaluation and prepare students for standardised testing. Some see the 
worldwide attempt to control what happens in schools as having led to a 
“reductionist view of what schools and teachers should do” (Townsend & Bates, 
2007, p. 8), a view fostered by lack of trust in educators to provide the best outcomes 
for students. This reductionist view of teaching with a focus on practical skills and 
technical competence positions the teacher as “an educational worker” (Lawn, 1990. 
P. 389) to manage for increased effectiveness. The drive for economic rationalism, 
improved levels of achievement and accountability that led in the 1990s “to a 
proliferation of administrative and assessment tasks, lengthening of the teacher’s 
working day, and elimination of opportunities for more creative and imaginative 
work” (Hargreaves 1994, p. 119) is evident in Australia and clearly not slowing 
down. 
The literature on teachers’ work in a context of change has informed my 
study of teachers’ work and analysis of teachers’ experiences trialling curriculum and 
assessment software. It has shaped the research design as an institutional 
ethnography to privilege the standpoint of teachers and make visible – to myself as a 
teacher and school leader and to my colleagues – how powerful discourses are 
shaping teachers’ work. From the perspective of institutional ethnography (Smith, 
2005), teachers are being ‘done to’ in the sense that educational policies that are 
impacting upon teachers’ work are being devised and imposed by people beyond the 
classroom. As Ball states, “policy is currently experienced as a constant flow of new 
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requirements, changes, exhortations, responsibilities and expectations” (2008, p. 3). 
My work, and that of my colleagues, is being organised and controlled by policies 
and practices decided outside of our everyday experience of education as a result of 
change forces associated with neo-liberal economic imperatives.  
3.5 TEACHERS’ WORK AND INFORMATION AND COMMUNICATION 
TECHNOLOGY (ICT) 
The final part of this discussion of the literature related to teachers’ work 
explores the significance of information and communication technologies (ICT), a 
contemporary influence on teachers’ work, and a characteristic of globalisation. 
There is increasing pressure on teachers to integrate ICT to equip students in the 
‘knowledge economy’ for a role in the digital world. The expectation that teachers 
will use digital technology in the classroom and to facilitate other aspects of their 
work is central to this study of teachers’ work and teachers’ experience trialling the 
eCAT. It is therefore important to discuss the literature on ICT in teachers’ work and 
the discourses prevailing around the value and purposes of digital technologies in 
education.  
3.5.1. Globalisation and the Digital Age 
In the early 1990s Means noted that “the school reform movement and the 
introduction of technology into classrooms are two of the most significant trends in 
education today” (1994, p. xi). A review of the research literature related to 
educational change and ICT suggests that this is still the case. Aronwitz and Giroux 
(1993) identified a ‘fetish’ for ICT, and Lovegood and Ellis (2001) locate this in a 
broader social and economic context that has impacted upon education policies and 
practices worldwide. Increased mobility, the neoliberal drive for efficiency, and the 
need for better methods of data management in a growing knowledge economy, are 
characteristics of globalisation that have informed the proliferation and use of ICT in 
society generally, and in teachers’ work. 
As previously indicated, globalisation is synonymous with technological 
revolution and the information age. Kozma suggests that significant investment in 
ICT in education globally can be attributed to the desire for nations to be 
economically competitive in the global marketplace. ICT innovation is considered to 
be “the engine and the product of economic growth” (Kozma, 2005, p. 117) as well 
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as a way to generate educational change. Nixon argues that the technological 
advances of the last three decades have had far reaching social, cultural and 
economic effects across the world as “government economic, cultural and 
educational objectives are made manifest through these developments in ICTs” (cited 
in Apple et al., 2005, p. 52). Such has been the relentless nature and speed of 
technological innovation, there has emerged “what Michael Joyce calls ‘an 
anticipatory state of constant nextness’” (Snyder 2001, p. 43). The proliferation of 
ICT tools and trending articles related to ICT in education (see White, 2008) 
suggests that this ‘fetish’ has not decreased and it is placing pressure on teachers. 
3.5.2. Teacher Agency and the Pace of Change 
Sweeping arguments that globalisation and the expansion of ICT have changed 
teachers’ work are simplistic. Technology in the 1990s was promoted as a catalyst 
for reform in teachers’ work in instructional practices and for students in the 
construction of knowledge (Hadley & Sheingold, 1993; Means, 1994; Means, Olson 
& Singh, 1995; Mehlinger, 1996). The integration of ICT was expected to lead to the 
transformation of the teaching and learning process, although some researchers 
anticipated that ICT would initially be used to do ‘old work’ before innovation took 
place (Loveless & Ellis, 2001). A decade ago, UNESCO (2002) acknowledged the 
pressure to integrate ICT in educational systems around the world and predicted ICT 
would bring significant changes in education. Almost ten years later, UNESCO 
(2011) claim the education landscape around the world has been transformed by ICT, 
although their report suggests there is debate about the benefits of technology in 
improving the quality of learning.  
The implications of the technologisation of learning are not straightforward or 
uncontested, but this is a burgeoning area of research. A decade ago, Lankshear and 
his colleagues identified ‘enthusiasts’ who embraced ICT as a solution to problems 
in education and ‘demonisers’ who remained cynical about its benefits (2000, p. 1). 
Teachers’ agency was acknowledged but in a way that pressurised them into 
embracing ICT. Teacher agency is significant in the use of computer technology to 
change educational practice. Dexter, Anderson and Becker found that teachers did 
not believe computers were an “automatic catalyst” in changing their practices; 
professional decisions were made “about what ‘works’ and doesn’t work in the 
classroom” (1999, p. 14). Similarly, Lankshear and his colleagues suggested that 
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teachers’ use of ICT is likely to be determined by their perception of their value, 
accessibility and utility. What they term ‘workability’, including the time necessary 
for teacher training, “signals the acid test for implementing any new technology in 
schools… Workability demands that the use of any hardware or software 
demonstrably improves, helps or supports the work of teachers and students” 
(Lankshear et al., 2000, p. 125). Loveless, DeVoogd and Bohlin (2001) support this 
view in arguing that technology itself does not change practice; it is the deliberate 
actions of teachers in making pedagogical shifts that accomplish change. 
More recent literature has considered teacher attitudes to ICT and the impact of 
ICT on pedagogical practice, which is far from clear. In the UK, there has been 
significant investment in technology in schools – spending on ICT in state schools 
increased from £400 million in 2001 to £614 million in 2008 (Yang, 2012, p. 107). 
Yet Livingstone argues that schools and by implication teachers are “proving slower 
to change their lesson plans than they were to fit computers into the classrooms” 
(2012, p. 9). She attributes this in part to an ongoing debate about the effectiveness 
of ICT in improving learning outcomes, and claims that “it is far from proven that 
greater pedagogic benefits result” (Livingstone, 2012, p. 19). Yang similarly 
suggests that “schools have had a consistent tendency to emphasis the purchase of 
ICT equipment over the development of pedagogy (2012, p. 105).  
 Orlando explored international literature that found that teachers’ practices 
have undergone minimal or no change, but she argues that “a long running premise 
in the literature has been the comparison of teachers’ practices with ICT against a 
benchmark of what are perceived as effective practices” (2009, p. 33), characterised 
by frequent use of ICT to enhance efficiency and transform learning. Orlando (2009) 
argues that assumptions that teachers will progress along a continuum from 
‘undesirable’ to ‘desirable practice’, represented by integration of ICT in teaching 
and learning, is misleading, and it is erroneous to assume that teachers practices are 
not changing at all. Underwood and Dillon similarly question the “simplistic 
stereotyping of Luddite teachers” (2011, p. 317), but they agree that in the UK the 
role of the teacher as ‘change agent’ is far from clear. 
In spite of claims made about the transformative nature of ICT, the research 
literature suggests that ICT has not changed education as quickly as anticipated, even 
though “the integration of information and communication technology (ICT) in 
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teaching and learning has become almost obligatory” (Govender & Govender, 2009). 
The possibilities for use of ICT by teachers are wide-ranging including course and 
data management, as well as online learning beyond the time and space of a confined 
classroom environment. The electronic curriculum and assessment tool (eCAT) 
discussed in this study of teachers’ work was designed with such purposes in mind. 
However, the development and implementation of ICT applications in educational 
fields is often “based not on what we know about their benefits and limitations, but 
on unsubstantiated claims about their capacity to enhance teaching and learning” 
(Lankshear et al., 2000, p. 37). The use of ICT tools such as the eCAT therefore 
should be critically explored. 
The assumption is often made that teachers are confident and willing to 
integrate ICT in their teaching and learning practices, yet this is problematised in my 
study of teachers’ work in their trial of the eCAT. My research aims to contribute to 
the literature on teachers’ integration of ICT in their work; it will explore the 
discourses and assumptions that lay beneath the design of an electronic ‘solution’ to 
address problems in teachers’ work and consider how teachers experienced this 
pressure to add technology to their pedagogical toolkit.  
3.5.3. The ‘Digital Education Revolution’ 
In Australia, discourse associated with the use of ICT in schools suggests that 
education and society are on the verge of a significant cultural shift driven by a 
global knowledge economy. Technology and educational reform are on the national 
agenda with the federally orchestrated ‘Digital Education Revolution’ designed “to 
contribute sustainable and meaningful change to teaching and learning in Australian 
schools that will prepare students for further education, training and to live and work 
in a digital world” (www.deewr.gov.au)8.  
The Australian Government has funded the ‘Digital Education Revolution’ to 
orchestrate change in teaching and learning in Australian schools, although in 2013 it 
has been announced that funding will not continue for this initiative as a federal cost 
saving measure. Nevertheless, a National Secondary School Computer Fund sought 
to provide computers for all students in Years 9 to 12 and this program will be 
supported by the provision of national high-speed broadband. The government is 
                                                
8 DEEWR is the Australian Government Department of Education, Employment and Workplace 
Relations.  
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explicit in stating that technology is providing “support for other key areas of 
national reform, including the implementation of the national Australian Curriculum 
(and national assessment and reporting agendas) and arrangements for the delivery of 
eLearning” (www.deewr.gov.au). The implementation of technology is therefore 
inextricably connected with increased centralisation, standardisation and control over 
teachers’ work, not just what is delivered in the classroom in terms of prescribed 
curriculum but also how it is delivered. The following media release by Julie Gillard 
(2008), then Minister for Education in the Rudd Government in Australia, 
demonstrates this: 
The Digital Education Revolution will dramatically change classroom education 
by ensuring that all students in Years 9 to 12 have access to information and 
communication technology. The Rudd Government believes that every 
Australian child deserves a world class education. To be able to compete 
globally, Australia needs a world class education system. This includes 
investing in our school infrastructure – including computers in schools and trade 
training centres, investing in our teachers and establishing a national 
curriculum. (Gillard, 2008) 
The rhetoric around ICT as a means to bring about changes in teaching and 
learning perceived as necessary by governments is shaping a particular construction 
of teaching in the 21st century. The implication is that good pedagogy involves 
technology. Without it teachers are failing students and failing society in the need to 
skill young people appropriately. There are unresolved questions about the role of 
teachers in an information society and the purposes of ICT in education as media 
hype continues to raise the profile of technology in schools. “What is its purpose in 
schooling? To raise current standards in pupil achievement, to make teachers more 
efficient or to prepare young people for participation in a ‘knowledge economy’?” 
(Loveless et al. 2001, p. 73). 
The provision of technology in schools, and the rhetoric surrounding its 
inevitability and ‘necessity’, makes it very clear that teachers continue to be “under 
[the] enormous pressure to technologise learning” noted by Lankshear and his 
colleagues (2000, p. xiv) a decade ago. Importantly in terms of discourse as a product 
and carrier of ideology, “much of this new imagining of new forms of ICT related 
education and pedagogy envisaged for the younger generation is conveyed to 
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parents, teachers and the general public through the press, television news, and 
government websites” (Nixon cited in Apple et al., 2005, p. 52). This creates an 
impression of “almost inescapable coercion schools face with respect to taking up 
new technologies” (Lankshear et al., 2000, p. xiv). According to Smyth the wider 
accountability and efficiency agenda associated with economic imperatives is 
“encased within a move to technologise schools, teaching and learning” (2001, p. 
85). Teachers are in the midst of an influx of technology into schools, which is 
theoretically having significant implications for their work and for teachers’ 
professional development and identities in terms of teachers’ confidence using ICTs 
(Orlando, 2009; Schibeci et al., 2008). 
The construction of teachers as users of ICT is made explicit in The Australian 
Professional Standards for Teachers (2011), which are “a public statement of what 
constitutes teacher quality” (www.aitsl.edu.au). Standard 3 in the Professional 
Practice domain, gives a clear expectation that teachers will “use a wider range of 
resources, including ICT, to engage students in their learning”. These Standards, as 
previously noted, provide the benchmark against which teachers will be evaluated 
and accredited. ‘Contemporary’ teachers as constructed in the federally driven 
teacher quality improvement agenda are efficient and effective users of ICT. 
Accountability around this aspect of teachers’ work is significant. The assumption 
that all teachers are capable users of ICTs is evident in the federal government’s 
move towards purely online publication of the Australian Curriculum and associated 
digital resources, and the announcement that from 2016, NAPLAN testing will also 
be conducted online (Financial Review, 7 December, 2012).9 This has implications 
for schools in relation to providing the infrastructure to enable access to ICT, but also 
in regard to supporting professional learning for teachers in the increasingly 
technologised implementation of educational policies. 
This study aims to contribute to a growing body of literature on teachers’ use 
of ICT by exploring how teachers experience the trial of curriculum and assessment 
software in their everyday work. It problematises the use of technology to organise 
and control teachers’ work, and the assumption that use of an electronic curriculum 
                                                
9 http://www.afr.com/p/national/naplan_tests_to_move_online_by_2YNAQQNcv7AqnU9VMDDaqK 
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and assessment tool would be incorporated seamlessly into the profusion of practices 
that already comprise the day and night work of teaching.  
3.6 CONCLUSION  
This chapter has discussed the research literature on globalisation, and 
presented the view that it plays a significant role in generating and perpetuating 
economic rationalist and neoliberal discourses that are impacting on educational 
policy agendas in Australia and around the world. To some extent such discourses 
are reconstituting the goals of education, shaping a market orientation that is 
predicated on competition fostered by international measures of performance, which 
have translated into a discourse of crisis in education to legitimise a whole raft of 
policies designed to increase accountability, and measure and improve student and 
teacher performance.  
Much of the research on teachers’ work in the context of globalisation has 
theorised change and framed teachers as objects of policy discourses; teachers are 
being ‘done to’ by policies and regulations that organise their work and measure 
outcomes. Control over curricula, assessment and reporting has been wrested from 
states and assumed by federal authority. Government funding to increase the 
provision and efficiency of ICT in Australia’s schools has added complexity to 
teachers’ work, shaping not just what is being taught, but also how teachers are 
expected to work, and how that work is evaluated and accredited.  
Reviewing the literature related to globalisation, policy, teachers’ work and the 
use of ICT is important in providing contextual understanding for this participant 
study of teachers’ work. In addition, the research literature has also shaped the 
problematic and theoretical framework of this study. Consistent with an institutional 
ethnographic approach to research, this study is premised on the understanding that 
discourse, mediated through texts, operates to shape and organise people’s lives and 
their work. Policies, seen as expressions of intent, carry discourses or ideologies that 
are subject to interpretation and negotiation by policy actors in their enactment. 
Whilst policies might be mediated or contested in their enactment they are, 
nevertheless, designed to normalise actions and responses and as, Foucault suggests, 
maintain relations of power in social organisations as they are taken up and 
naturalised. Ball’s approach to policy research (1994; 2012), which constructs policy 
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as text and discourse, is the preferred approach for this study, which also draws on 
Foucault’s notion of power as discursive, and Smith’s theory of ‘ruling relations’ that 
underpins institutional ethnography.  
This study aims to add to the literature on teachers’ work in this context. It 
aims to do so by exploring, through a methodology that places the research subject at 
the centre of the research, teachers’ experiences in curriculum, assessment and ICT 
as it is manifested in the trial implementation of software to organise and coordinate 
their work. As Smith writes “sociology traditionally locates people in textually 
mediated discourse; institutional ethnography locates people in their own lives as 
thinking, imagining and acting people located in ‘particular actualities’” (1997, p. 
45). The located actuality of teachers is the starting point for inquiry into teachers’ 
work and the window through which to see and analyse how teachers’ work is 
organised and coordinated. 
Whilst the purpose of this doctoral research is to trace the ruling relations 
operating to coordinate teachers’ work across physical and organisational 
boundaries, it nevertheless also provides a valuable opportunity to add to 
ethnographic research on the work of teaching from teachers’ standpoints (Smith, 
2005), ensuring that “the teacher's voice is heard, heard loudly, heard articulately” 
(Goodson, 1991, p. 36). Analysis of data derived from semi-structured interviews 
and focus groups provides a descriptive means of exploring and understanding the 
complexity of teaching from those living the experience. This is a ‘gap’ evident from 
the review of the research literature, and goes some way towards meeting the 
challenge of capturing the “diversity, richness and uniqueness of what is happening 
in teachers’ work” (Smyth, 2001, p. 4).  
This study seeks to give primacy to the voices of teachers, beginning with their 
embodied experiences to explore the actualities of teachers’ everyday work, to 
explicate how things happen as they do. The intention is not to objectify teachers but 
to keep their subjectivities as central to the research. I am located in the research as a 
teacher, as a curriculum leader and also as a researcher. I share some of the 
experiences of teachers and have other different experiences in my role as a school 
leader, experiences and responsibilities that implicate me in the ruling relations of 
enacting educational policy. As participant research, this study aims to add to an 
understanding of teachers’ work, and to my work as a school leader, as it is lived and 
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experienced in the everyday and every night world, and informed by global 
discourses and policies shaping how teachers’ work is constituted. This research, 
derived from the standpoint of teachers through institutional ethnography, will add to 
the body of research on teachers’ work related to curriculum, assessment and ICT. It 
aims to provide a situated discussion of how discourses around accountability and 
technology have been taken up in educational policy at state and sector level and to 
investigate how forces outside of teachers’ immediate context shape their work. 
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Chapter 4:  Ruling and Ideological Work of Policy 
Texts 
Policy texts do ideological work. They serve to inform, to shape and to 
organise the work of people. In this chapter I explore the policy texts that were 
implicated by teachers and sector leaders during the course of my study as operating 
to organise teachers’ work related to curriculum planning and assessment. My 
exploration of policy texts has twofold relevance to this thesis. First, institutional 
ethnography aims to trace the texts and discourses that serve to coordinate the 
activities of people trans-locally and make them visible to those activating the texts 
in a local context. Second, I seek to provide a contextual foundation for 
understanding how senior leaders in the non-government sector in which I am 
situated activated particular discourses and ideologies in the conceptualisation and 
subsequent development and implementation of the eCAT, a tool designed to change 
and organise teachers’ work. 
Policies have a history and trajectory from intention to enactment; as text and 
action they are subject to contextualisation and interpretation in local sites of practice 
(Ball 1993; 1994). All policies represent and are inserted into existing discourses and 
can be taken up differently for a variety of reasons (Maguire et al., 2011; Ball et al., 
2012). In teachers’ descriptions of their work, some policies were easily identified, 
whilst other policy texts were inferred without teachers necessarily knowing their 
source. I analysed data derived from interviews and focus groups to trace the texts 
that were identified either explicitly or implicitly as operating to coordinate teachers’ 
work in terms of curriculum design, implementation, and reporting. Three particular 
texts (outlined in Table 4.1) were revealed for analysis:  
1. The state-preferred Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework; 
2. The federally mandated Schools Assistance (Learning Together – 
Achievement Through Choice and Opportunity) Act 2004; and  
3. A sector-issued Compliance Manual that provides ‘Reporting Guidelines’ 
to schools to reinforce adherence to the requirements of the Schools 
Assistance Act.  
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As a curriculum leader in a school, each text discussed influences my work 
with teachers, in addition to shaping my work as a teacher in the classroom. These 
are not the only texts operating at Seven Hills College to inform teachers’ work. A 
range of texts including timetables, operational guidelines and internal policies also 
operate to organise what, when and where aspects of teachers’ work happen. I chose 
to analyse the three policy texts outlined above as they are implicated in the design 
and implementation of the sector’s electronic curriculum and assessment tool. The 
eCAT as a policy text that will be explored in Chapter 6 was not ‘inserted’ into what 
Ball calls an “institutional vacuum” (1993, p. 11). Teachers already do curriculum 
and assessment work. I therefore seek to show here how policy texts pre-dating the 
trial of the eCAT have the discursive power to mediate and shape embodied 
experience trans-locally by tying teachers into what Smith refers to as the great 
complex of relations based on replicable texts (Smith, 1997). 
I will explore and analyse according to their historical sequence of 
implementation each of the three texts identified above from a theoretical 
understanding of policy as text and discourse. I draw predominantly upon the work 
of Stephen Ball and the discourse analysis of Fairclough (1995). My aim is to discuss 
how the language of these policy texts serves to promote a discourse of 
managerialism and accountability and create particular subjectivities of teachers 
engaged in doing policy work within complex and layered social relations. I begin by 
analysing the state-preferred Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework 
adopted by most sector schools and taken up at Seven Hills College, the site of this 
study of teachers’ work. The chapter then goes on to explicate the federally 
generated and imposed Schools Assistance Act 2004 before discussing how this was 
taken up in a Compliance Manual issued to schools.  
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Table 4.1Texts Coordinating Teachers’ Work at Seven Hills College 
 
4.1 CURRICULUM STANDARDS AND ACCOUNTABILITY 
FRAMEWORK  
The Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework shapes curriculum 
planning and delivery at Seven Hills College. In this section I describe how it is 
organised and discuss this how policy and the discourses inherent within it came to 
be made available to teachers to organise their work around curriculum and 
assessment. Teachers in my study explicitly identified this document as a text that 
Texts Organising Teachers’ Work 
State Federal Sector 
State-preferred 
Curriculum Standards and 
Accountability Framework 
(2001) 
Schools Assistance Act 
(Learning Together – 
Achievement Through Choice 
and Opportunity) 2004 
Sector Compliance Manual & State 
Education Dept. Teacher Interpretive 
Guide (2005-6) 
Implications for teachers activating texts 
Preferred state Curriculum 
Standards and 
Accountability Framework 
implemented from 2001. 
This organises curriculum: 
In eight Learning Areas 
(Arts, Design and 
Technology, English, 
Health and Physical 
Education, Languages, 
Mathematics, Science and 
Studies of Society and 
Environment) 
Specifies knowledge, 
skills and understandings 
in Key Ideas and 
Outcomes students should 
learn along a continuum of 
learning divided into 
Curriculum bands (Early 
Years, Primary Years, 
Middle Years and Senior 
Years) 
Divided into Standards of 
Achievement expected at 
the end of an age band i.e. 
Standard 1 (Year 2), 
Standard 2 (Year 4), 
Standard 3 (Year 6), 
Standard 4 (Year 8), 
Standard 5 (Year 10) 
 
Set out conditions of financial 
assistance to States, including a 
raft of measures to increase 
accountability: 
Requirement to make publically 
available a report on School 
Performance 
Commitment to implement 
national tests in English, 
Mathematics, Science, Civics & 
Citizenship and ICT before 1 
January 2008 
Commitment to the National 
Goals for Schooling prepared 
by the Ministerial Council on 
Education, Employment, 
Training and Youth Affairs 
(MCEETYA) 
Commitment to providing 
reports to parents giving 
accurate and objective 
assessment against national 
standards and relative to 
performance of the child’s peer 
group 
 
The Compliance Manual reiterated 
the requirements of fulfilling the 
Schools Assistance Act. The Teacher 
Interpretive Guide specifically 
related to compliance with delivering 
reports assessing student 
achievement on a grade continuum 
from A – E: 
‘The curriculum Standards represent 
the expectations we have of all 
learners. From R–10 the Curriculum 
Standards of the Curriculum 
Standards and Accountability 
Framework are based on a standards-
referenced approach to assessment 
which relies heavily on teachers 
using professional judgements in 
considering an interrelated set of 
performance characteristics. For 
teachers, this means they need to be 
explicit about both what is expected 
of learners and the level or standard 
of performance expected in order to 
achieve Outcomes and Curriculum 
Standards’ (DECS, 2006) 
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informs their work. It is organised in eight curriculum Learning Areas: Arts; Design 
and Technology; English; Health and Physical Education; Languages; Mathematics; 
Science; and Studies of Society and Environment. Each Learning Area is broken 
down into Standards, expected benchmarks comprising Outcomes to be met by 
students in their learning. It is a policy text that was taken up in schools across the 
state after its cross-sector development as the preferred framework to reconfigure and 
centralise curriculum. It is not the only curriculum being enacted in the state’s 
schools. Some non-government schools in the Independent and Catholic sectors, and 
a few government schools use the International Baccalaureate. However, it is the 
curriculum document recommended for use in schools in the sector in which I am 
situated, and the one taken up in my site of work. 
The state-developed Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework, 
implemented after 2001, replaced the federally produced National Statements and 
Profiles developed between 1989 and 1993 as part of an unsuccessful drive towards 
achieving a more coherent national curriculum.10 Work began on a new curriculum 
framework in 1999 with the promise of a curriculum “relevant to modern life and 
industry, as well as being accountable to the community” (Monk, 1999 cited in 
Whitehead 2001, p. 4). A state education department statement in 1999 heralded the 
new curriculum as being “measurable and manageable” (Horsell, 1999, p. 6), with “a 
focus on accountability, curriculum and standards” (p. 3). Institutional ethnography 
seeks to know how texts come to those activating them. The state Curriculum 
Standards and Accountability Framework was published and distributed to schools in 
four hard copy folders, subdivided into Curriculum Bands: Early Years, Primary 
Years, Middle Years and Senior Years and in CD-ROM format. The whole 
Framework was also subsequently made available online. 
4.1.1. Structure of the Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework 
Building on its predecessor, the Curriculum Standards and Accountability 
Framework describes a continuum of learning from birth to Year 12 across 
curriculum bands of learning delineated by age, as shown in Figure 4.1. 
                                                
10 The federally-driven Statements and Profiles were shaped by an attempt to achieve a more coherent 
national approach to curriculum arising from a statement by the Education Minister, John Dawkins, 
calling for a ‘coherent curriculum appropriate to contemporary social and economic needs’ 
(Strengthening Australia’s Schools, 1988). This attempt to achieve a national curriculum failed and 
my state was one of only two states to implement a curriculum framework based on the Statements 
and Profiles (Whitehead, 2001). 
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Figure 4.1. Curriculum Bands in the Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework Overview 
(2005) 
The Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework prescribes ‘essential 
learnings’11 and ‘cross curriculum perspectives’12 that were intended to be integrated 
into curriculum design in each of eight Learning Areas to “enable people to 
productively engage with changing times as thoughtful, active, responsive and 
committed local, national and global citizens”. 13  Enterprise and Vocational 
Education supplements the middle and senior years curriculum in a bid to address the 
economic and employment priorities identified in the Adelaide Declaration on 
National Goals for Schooling in the Twenty-first Century (MCEECDYA, 1999). 
Figure 4.2, outlines the organisation of the learning continuum into age bands and 
five ‘Standards’ or benchmarks of achievement from birth to the completion of 
schooling in Year 12. In practice students in the senior years have a diversity of 
choices and pathways to complete the state’s school leaving certificate. 
 
 
 
                                                
11 The Essential Learnings in the Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework are Futures, 
Identity, Interdependence, Thinking and Communication.  
12 Equity Cross Curriculum Perspectives invite a focus on Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
people’s perspectives, Multicultural perspectives, Gender perspectives, Socioeconomic perspectives, 
Disability perspectives, Rural and isolated perspectives (www.sacsa.edu.au) 
13 http://www.sacsa.sa.edu.au/index_fsrc.asp?t=EL 
 82 
 
 
Early Years Band 
Primary 
Years 
Band 
Middle 
Years 
Band 
Senior 
Years 
Band 
 
 
 
Essential 
Learnings 
and Equity 
Cross 
Curriculum 
Perspectives 
Birth - Age 3 Age 3-5 Reception to 
Year 2 
Years, 3, 
4 & 5 
Years 
6, 7, 8 
& 9 
Years 
10-12 
 Arts 
Design and Technology 
English 
Health & PE 
Languages 
Mathematics 
Science 
SOSE 
RE – (non-government schools) 
Achievement 
Continuum 
Developmental Learning 
Outcomes 
Standard 
1 
Standard 
2 
Standard 
3 & 4 
Standard 
5 
Figure 4.2 The Structure of the State Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework 
In a paper exploring the state’s Curriculum Standards and Accountability 
Framework, Whitehead (2001) draws on a Department of Education bulletin in 
which the expectations of teachers in relation to the new curriculum framework are 
made explicit. It makes clear that in this State:  
Teachers and other educators will continue to construct and deliver a curriculum 
designed to best suit the learners in their care. To enable them to do this more 
effectively, clearer policy directions for the management of curriculum, 
assessment and reporting will be provided. These directions will be 
incorporated into one coherent birth to Year 12 document… This framework 
will include clear descriptions of what is to be taught, the standards against 
which learners’ progress will be assessed, and accountability expectations (Issue 
1, June 1999, p.1). (Whitehead, 2001, p. 5) 
Analysis of the language in this bulletin reveals neo-liberal discourses of 
managerialism, efficiency and improvement. What is valued in learning is that which 
is measureable. Increased control is evident in a framework that tells teachers what to 
teach, how to assess and how to ‘account’ for achievement. Consistent with emphasis 
on expected levels of achievement, comparison and accountability a number of 
Learning 
Areas 
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measures were subsequently introduced to gauge achievement, including state 
conducted tests of literacy and numeracy in Years 3, 5, 7, and later Year 9, replaced 
by a national testing program after 2008. The emphasis on measurement and 
accountability could not be made clearer in the name of the curriculum document 
itself: the state Curriculum, Standards and Accountability Framework. The Standards 
“represent the expectations we have of learners” (DECS, 2005) against which 
achievement can be measured and reported, as indicated in Figure 4.3. 
 
Figure 4.3 Standards in The Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework Overview (2005) 
The Standards comprise a number of prescribed ‘Outcomes’. For students to 
achieve a particular Standard, they must demonstrate achievement of the Outcomes 
in all Strands for a particular Learning Area. The Standards specify the skills, 
knowledge and understanding that students are expected to be able to demonstrate at 
the end of Year 2, Year 4, Year 6, Year 8 and Year 10. This is important in relation 
to the Schools Assistance Act 2004 and subsequent Compliance Manual as teachers 
are required to grade and report performance in relation to achievement of these 
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Standards according to students’ chronological age. This creates tension, as students’ 
learning does not fall neatly into age-defined boundaries. 
The Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework Overview 
emphasises teachers’ curriculum accountability, which is demonstrated in Figure 4.4. 
Figure 4.4 Curriculum Accountability in The Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework 
Overview (2005) 
This extract from the Curriculum Framework foregrounds verbs of continuous 
action, making explicit a cyclical process designed to organise teachers’ work: 
constructing curriculum, providing feedback, implementing intervention and 
reporting the Outcomes and Standards achieved. It is outcomes driven and makes 
clear that teachers are held to ‘account’ for student achievement and for their own 
actions to improve learning outcomes. There are still traces of a responsive 
curriculum designed to meet the needs of diverse learners in the context of teachers’ 
responsibility to analyse and respond appropriately to data. 
The Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework was adopted as the 
preferred curriculum in state government controlled public schools as well as the 
Independent and Catholic sectors, and implementation began following publication 
of an ‘Implementation Plan 2001 to 2002’ (DETE, 2000). The Implementation Plan 
made explicit the rationale for curriculum change: to respond to “changes in our 
economic structures… growth, accessibility and fluidity of knowledge and 
 85 
information…changing employment community and changing global opportunities” 
(DETE, 2000, p. 6). The influence of a discourse of globalisation is evident, with 
reference to economic growth, mobility and the need for workers to function capably 
in the knowledge economy.  
Teachers’ work as process is again clear in the Implementation Plan, which 
organises teachers’ work around Standards to “provide a common reference point for 
monitoring, assessing, evaluating and reporting on learners’ achievement and for 
tracking learners’ progress over time” (DETE, 2000, p. 6). The language of 
imperative is evident in the document with reference to the “required components of 
educators’ curriculum planning, assessment and reporting: Key ideas and outcomes” 
(DETE, 2000, p. 9, my emphasis). Implicit is also the assumption that the new 
Curriculum Framework was unquestionably an improvement on previous curriculum, 
offering ‘coherence and cohesion’, removing ‘duplication and overlap’ to make the 
work of teachers easier.  
The Implementation Plan states that “there are 72 Outcomes per standard 
across all R-12 Learning Areas compared with 112 per level in the Curriculum 
Profiles” (DETE, 2000, p. 9) and that these are set ‘at the right level’. This, together 
with the assertion that “curriculum is the sum total of all teaching and learning 
activities in our schools and… it is every educator’s priority concern” (DETE, 2000, 
p. 4), gave educators little room to question the legitimacy of the new Curriculum 
Standards and Accountability Framework or the assessment, recording and reporting 
practices that it serves to coordinate across schools in the state. An extract from the 
English curriculum Strand of Texts and Contexts is shown in Figure 4.5. It outlines 
one Outcome of the twelve in English to be achieved in order to say a student has 
achieved the Standard considered attainable by students at a particular year level. 
This extract provides evidence of the progression of learning expected along a 
continuum but also gives some indication of the length and depth of the Curriculum 
Standards and Accountability Framework document given this level of detail for 72 
Outcomes across all Learning Areas in each Standard. Gathering evidence of 
achievement for each Outcome in a Learning Area has implications for teachers’ 
work, not least in relation to data management. 
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Figure 4.5 Extract from the state Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework for English. 
The state-preferred Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework 
creates particular subjectivities of teachers: as assessors of outcomes, and managers 
of student achievement data, as workers to be instructed and organised. Teachers are 
expected to be compliant as this work should be ‘every educator’s priority’. The 
Curriculum Framework makes explicit the emphasis on accountability, with the 
language of expectation and imperative around the monumental task of curriculum 
planning, assessment and administration.  
Concepts of accountability and competition are integral to the state Curriculum 
Standards and Accountability Framework (Sellar, 2005). The creation of a 
performative environment and adherence to managerialist ideology are consistent 
with global discourses impacting upon policy development in education at the turn of 
the twenty-first century. Teachers’ work is constructed around outcomes for student 
learning and heightened accountability for student achievement. Assessment is 
aligned with reporting performance and, whilst implementing the state-preferred 
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Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework, teachers’ reporting practices 
were soon to be shaped by the requirements in the Schools Assistance Act 2004, 
which raised the stakes in terms of federal control of education and teachers’ 
reporting work. 
4.2 SCHOOLS ASSISTANCE ACT 2004 – ACCOUNTABILITY AND 
REPORTING WORK 
The Schools Assistance Bill 2004 was introduced on 23 June 200414 and came 
into effect on 1 January 2005 to provide quadrennial Commonwealth funding for 
schools for 2005 to 2008. The subsequent Act 2004 provided $31.3 billion to 
schools, two thirds of which was allocated to Catholic and Independent Schools as, 
under the Australian Constitution, States and Territories hold the major responsibility 
for funding public schools. The Schools Assistance Act 2004 (Learning together – 
achievement through choice and opportunity), represented increased control over 
States and Territories, tying education funding to conditions associated with 
performance and infusing education policy with managerial discourses of compliance 
and accountability. These conditions included publication of school performance 
data, specifying a minimum amount of time for physical activity in schools, 
extending the commitment to national testing and insisting that each school has a 
flagpole and makes ‘values’ a core part of every student’s schooling. The purpose of 
examining the Schools Assistance Act (2004) is to explicate it as a text shaping 
teachers’ work related to assessment and reporting, although as a piece of legislation 
the aforementioned conditions demonstrate that its regulation of schools goes far 
beyond these aspects of teachers’ work. 
Policy operates as text, discourse and ideology (Ball; 1994; 2011; 2012). 
Subject to interpretation and mediation in their activation, texts operate to coordinate 
activity when they are taken up in day/night work. What can be seen in the activation 
of policy in local sites is that “the translation of the crude, abstract simplicities of 
policy texts into interactive and sustainable practices of some sort involves 
productive thought, invention and adaptation” (Ball, 1994, p. 19). As Nichols and 
Griffith assert, “texts require someone who is able to actualize them as instructions 
for action, and then move these (or consecutive texts) on to the next someone, 
                                                
14http://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Bills_Legislation/Bills_Search_Results/Result?bId=
r2108 (accessed 6.12.2012) 
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somewhere, whose reading and action will continue the text-mediated relation” 
(Nichols & Griffith, 2009, p. 241). As will be shown in this chapter, the federal 
Schools Assistance Act 2004 subsequently led to the state production and 
distribution of an aptly named Interpretive Guide to assist teachers in activating 
reporting requirements. This Interpretive Guide was then taken up and integrated into 
a Compliance Manual (2006) published and distributed within the sector in which I 
am situated. It is a document that school leaders and teachers are required to use to 
ensure compliance with the multiplicity of requirements of the Act. 
In the next sections I seek to analyse key aspects of the federal legislation and 
the interpretive documents that were produced in its wake to explore the 
‘possibilities’ and ‘subjectivities’ for teachers’ work that are suggested through the 
use of policy language.  
4.2.1. Funding as a Mechanism of Compliance and Control 
The Schools Assistance Act 2004 raised the stakes of conformity and 
accountability for states, education sectors and schools by tying funding to 
compliance. Harman (1984) defines policy as the “specification of courses of 
purposive action… directed towards the accomplishment of some intended or desired 
set of goals” (p. 13). Federal policy promotes the Australian Government’s national 
priorities for schooling which include greater national consistency, ‘jargon-free’ 
reporting to parents and transparency of school performance to provide opportunities 
for comparison and competition. This drive towards public accountability to improve 
educational outcomes is clear in the Schools Assistance Act 2004, which has a 
significant role to play in coordinating teachers’ work, even though the text-mediated 
relations are sometimes not evident to the teachers themselves. 
That funding for education is tied to a range of regulations and accountability 
requirements is not new. Since the Hobart declaration on schooling (1989), education 
legislation has imposed regulations aimed at the achievement of national goals to 
promote responsible, active and productive citizenship. Australian declarations on 
national goals for schooling (MYCEETYA, 1989; 1999; 2008) have echoed the 
priorities for education outlined internationally by organisations such as the OECD 
and are indicative of a wider international context of influence.  
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Intention behind policy and implicit agendas can only be an interpretation 
based on the policy text and context and, as Henry (1993) argues, critical policy 
analysis is “a value laden activity which explicitly or implicitly makes judgements as 
to whether and in what ways policies help to make things better” (cited in Taylor et 
al 1997, p. 37). It is with this awareness I suggest that the ideology underpinning the 
Schools Assistance Act 2004 represents neo-liberal principles of economic 
rationalism, affirming market place competition and the sorting and selecting 
function of schools. Analysis of the language and purpose of the Schools Assistance 
Act 2004 suggests it was a response to a perceived lack of uniformity, transparency 
and national coordination of education across states and territories. 
Rather than analyse all aspects of the Schools Assistance Act 2004 I intend to 
focus primarily on Sections 31 and 32 of the Act and the subsequent regulations 
(2005) that pertain to student reports. This is because these sections most directly 
impact upon teachers’ day-to-day work. First, however, to make clear the financial 
control exerted by the Federal Government over state and sector education policy, I 
draw attention to the high modality of the Act (my italics) as demonstrated in Section 
12 shown in Figure 4.6.  
 
(8) Financial assistance to a State for a non government school or system must 
not be paid unless there is an agreement between the Commonwealth and the 
relevant authority of the school or system that sets out the requirements 
mentioned in Division 4. The agreement may also set out other requirements. 
 
(9) If there is a breach of a requirement, the Minister may require an amount to 
be repaid to the Commonwealth. Alternatively, the Minister may reduce or 
delay the amount of other payments for the non-government school under this 
Act. 
 
(10) The grant to a State of financial assistance for a non-government school is 
subject to conditions  
Figure 4.6 Section 12, Part 2, Schools Assistance Act, 2004 
There is no question about the financial implications for states and systems if 
conditions are not complied with. Although there is lower modality in sub-section 9, 
clearly the threat of reduced funding is made explicit. High modality of obligation or 
compulsion is consistent throughout the text, as one might expect in a policy carrying 
the weight of government legislation. The concepts of choice and opportunity in the 
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title of the Schools Assistance Act 2004 (Learning together - achievement through 
choice and opportunity) clearly were intended more for parents than school 
authorities and systems who had little room to mediate the effects of the Act.  
Section 31 of the Schools Assistance Act 2004 outlined the provisions that had 
to be included in agreements. The main provisions, to which all education systems, 
whether public, Independent or Catholic, had to agree to commit are summarised in 
Figure 4.7. The discourses evident in this section of the Act are clearly consistent 
with the politics of globalisation and economic rationalism. Jurisdictions had to 
commit to The National Goals for Schooling for the 21st Century aimed at securing 
for students “the necessary knowledge, understanding, skills and values for a 
productive and rewarding life” (MCEECDYA, 1999). Being productive and 
competitive in the global marketplace is what is valued and rewarded. Education and 
training is viewed as a means of developing a skilled and qualified workforce. A 
human capital ideology has been taken up in government discourse and translated 
into educational policy intentions (Olaniyan & Okemakinde, 2008).  
The Schools Assistance Act 2004 is evidence of the purposes, languages and 
practices of education being subsumed by those of the market (Kenway et al., 1993). 
Goals, performance targets, outcomes and comparative data speak the language of 
corporate managerialism rather than educational opportunity. There is a strong 
assumption that standardisation and common testing will result in improvements due 
to the pressure of competition and public accountability. Text-mediated social 
relations, through the activation of policy, are doing ideological work to change 
thinking about education and impact on the everyday practices of teachers’ work.  
Engaging students in common testing, and contributing to school performance 
data, increases the focus in teachers’ work on aspects of schooling that can be 
measured and compared. Schools and teachers become objects to be assessed and 
their performance is held up to public scrutiny. Citing Foucault, Ball sees that:  
For teachers the pressures of the regime of numbers defines “a whole field of 
new realities” (Foucault, 2009, p. 75) and the “pertinent space within which and 
regarding which” (p, 75) they must act. Schooling as a process is rendered into 
input-output calculation. (2013, p. 104)  
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Jurisdictions must commit to: 
• The National Goals for Schooling prepared by MCEETYA 
• Achieving performance targets specified in the regulations 
• A national report on outcomes of schooling 
• School performance information being made publicly available 
• Providing student attendance data to the Minister that allows for comparisons to be 
made between States 
• The development of Statements of Learning prior to January 2006 that describe the 
knowledge, understandings, skills and capacities in English, Mathematics, Science, 
Civics and Citizenship education, and ICT that each child should have the opportunity to 
acquire  
• Common testing standards in English, Mathematics, Science, Civics and Citizenship and 
ICT 
• A National Safe Schools Framework 
• At least 2 hours per week of physical activity in primary and junior secondary schools 
• Strengthened autonomy for Principals and/or systems for education programs, staffing 
and budgets within a broad framework of broad systemic policies 
• School appointments 
• A consistent national system for the transmission of student information 
• The provision to parents/guardians of a report on their child’s achievement against 
appropriate national benchmarks for Years, 3, 5 and 7 
• Consistency by 2010 in school starting age  
Figure 4.7 Summary of Section 31, Part 2 Schools Assistance Act 2004 
Throughout Section 31 of the Schools Assistance Act, the focus on consistency 
is evident. The drive towards uniformity in curriculum, testing and reporting is made 
explicit. The Australian Curriculum is currently (2013) in its first phase of 
implementation in schools across Australia, and a common senior school curriculum 
to replace state and territory school completion certificates is on the federal agenda. 
Having made financial support subject to compliance with a raft of regulations, the 
precedent has been set to tie funding to further reforms in education in the future that 
continue to erode the autonomy of the states and impact on the work of teachers in 
classrooms across Australia. 
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4.2.2. Reporting Student Achievement: Labelling and Levelling 
Turning now to the requirements related to student reports, Section 32 of the 
Act provides explicit information as to the nature of reports to be compiled for 
parents and the language of compulsion (my italics) is once again in evidence. 
Specifically, Section 32 determines that reports must use plain language able to be 
readily understood by parents or caregivers. Reports must be provided twice in any 
program year and they must give ‘an accurate and objective assessment’ of the 
child’s progress and achievement against national standards (if available) and 
relative to the performance of the child’s peer group at school.  
At this point it is useful to refer to Section 2.3 of the Schools Assistance 
Regulations 2005 (Figure 4.8) to analyse the full discourse on student reports. The 
Regulations again carry the high modality of compulsion and reiterate that a report 
must enable comparison of students’ achievements against standards and against 
their peers’ performance. In the Regulations (2005), a standard assessment is 
defined as “a standardised assessment program which can be included in an agreed 
national process to enable nationally comparable reporting of literacy and numeracy 
achievement against the national literacy and numeracy benchmark”. Before 2007 
this related to standardised state tests of literacy and numeracy, later superseded by 
a national program of literacy and numeracy testing (NAPLAN). 
 
a. if the child undertakes a standard assessment…one of the student reports for the program year must 
include the result of that assessment against achievement levels or bands; and 
b. if the child undertakes a standard assessment…one of the reports must include the average 
achievement of the child’s peer group at the school against achievement levels or bands; and 
c. the student report must include, for subjects studied, an assessment against achievement levels or 
bands defined by the education authority or school, being levels or bands that: 
 i. must be labelled as A,B,C,D,E (or equivalent); and 
 ii. should be clearly defined against specific learning standards  
Figure 4.8 Section (2.3) of the Schools Assistance Regulations (Learning together – achievement 
through choice and opportunity) 2005 
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The fact that student reports are explicitly outlined under a sub-heading in the 
Schools Assistance Act and have specific clarifying Regulations suggests the import 
placed upon reporting and the underlying principles of transparency and competition 
implicit in the policy. Schools are left in no doubt as to the nature of reports deemed 
of value by the government in promoting its agenda of competition and choice. 
Achievement data must be reported using A-E grades related to an agreed framework 
and continuum of learning outcomes. Through reports, students are made objects of 
assessment and situated within what Foucault calls “fields of knowledge, types of 
normativity and forms of subjectivity” (Foucault, 1992, p. 4) that maintain their 
position in the power relations of schooling. Drawing on Foucault’s use of discourse, 
reports operate to ‘classify’ or ‘normalise’ students through the quantification of 
achievement or ability. Through the subjectivities created in reports, to borrow Ball’s 
interpretation of Foucault, “learners are ‘seen’ and ‘modified’ and ‘broken down’, by 
age and sometimes by gender, by ability, by ‘need’, in relation to talents and other 
forms of specialty or abnormality” (Ball, 2013, p. 46). The language of A-E grades 
and comparative performance points to what Ball refers to as “one of the organising 
principles of schooling, that of grouping by performance, in terms of difference and 
similarity” (p. 51). The provision of peer group data reinforces for parents a relative 
indicator of performance or ability, promoting competition and ultimately evaluation 
of teachers’ and schools’ performance. Reports contribute to the measures of 
accountability that are explicit within the Schools Assistance Act to enhance public 
scrutiny and intensify competition between individuals and schools.  
4.2.3. Missing in Action: Teachers’ ‘Failings’ and a ‘War’ for Standards 
Policies are designed to shape and organise social practice, and to exert 
power and control commonly to address particular needs or perceived problems. In 
Chapter 3, I explored the notion identified in the research literature of a climate of 
crisis in education in Australia and overseas, a crisis often attributed 
disproportionately and unfairly to teachers and their work. The Schools Assistance 
Act 2004 was passed contemporaneously with this political and media generated 
education crisis so it is fair to ask what ‘problems’ the Act was designed to address.  
Interpretation of the Schools Assistance Act 2004 suggests that the federal 
government’s orchestration of a standardised reporting system was thought necessary 
to promote competition and replace what were perceived as subjective and jargon-
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laden communications to parents about their children’s performance. There is no 
direct reference to teachers in the Schools Assistance Act and the Regulations related 
to reporting. The implication, however, is that schools and teachers are not being 
sufficiently transparent or rigorous in their assessment and reporting. Inherent in the 
imperative to provide accurate and objective reports is the implication that teachers’ 
reports are inaccurate and subjective. Parents are to interpret such ‘failings’ on the 
part of teachers as contributing to a decline in students’ achievement, particularly in 
relation to numeracy and literacy in comparison with other countries. 
Taylor and her colleagues identify a function of policy-making as 
“marshalling and managing public calls for change” (1997, p. 3) and the government 
has been keen to exploit ‘parental preferences’ for school reports. In a media 
publication in January 2004, Dr Brendan Nelson (then Federal Minister for 
Education) referenced research commissioned by the Department of Education, 
Training and Youth Affairs, on Reporting on Student and School Achievement by 
Cuttance and Stokes (2000), and criticised ‘narrative’ rather than ‘graded’ reports. 
Nelson asserted that “many parents are concerned that school report cards do not 
provide them with the information they need to know exactly how their daughter or 
son is progressing at school. I am determined to see this change” (Nelson, 2004).  
Critical questions to pose here relate to the ideology underpinning the Schools 
Assistance Act 2004 and subsequent Regulations. Whose interests are being served 
by reports that emphasise grading and measurement against national benchmarks, 
each state’s curriculum framework and peer group performance? This policy 
directive makes possible, or more accurately compulsory, a grading system that 
causes some tension in the work of teachers as will be discussed in the chapter on 
teachers’ work. Is it in the best interests of students to be measured against 
benchmarks defined by age boundaries? I would argue not. It merely serves to 
classify children and generate a climate of competition and high stakes accountability 
fostered by government that increases pressure on teachers and students. The climate 
of competition in and between schools, sectors and states that such performance 
indicators encourage is clearly consistent with the stated goals of the federal 
government to raise attainment in the interests of national economic productivity and 
international competition. This improvement imperative is implicit in the text and 
designed to appeal to parents who have long been fed a diet of crisis in education, 
represented by reports such as Why our schools are failing (2004) by Kevin 
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Donnelly, a well-known journalist with a government advisory role in Australia. 
Furthermore, analysis of how teachers are positioned in the text, more by their 
absence than anything else, suggests that they are at best not taking initiatives to 
improve educational outcomes and at worst are held responsible for all of the ills in 
education and society.  
4.2.4. Media ‘Spin’ on Education Policy 
The tenet of government communication related to the Schools Assistance Act 
2004 and student and school performance reports is that parents are consumers in an 
education market who have a right to expect reports against benchmarks of 
achievement. This interpretation is supported by media releases which position 
parents as the beneficiaries of changes in education, and by implication position 
teachers as being responsible for poor attainment and even deception. In a media 
release in June 2005 by Dr Brendan Nelson, the title claimed “A victory for parents – 
all States and Territories have now signed up to the Howard Government’s plans for 
higher standards and values in schools” (Nelson, 2005). The juxtaposition of the 
words victory, standards and values creates the impression that parents have been 
fighting a war against teachers on poor standards and values, a war that has now been 
won by parents and John Howard, the then Prime Minister. Parents were told in the 
press release that they could now look forward to ‘meaningless, jargon-filled report 
cards’ being a thing of the past. They could also exercise choice in where to send 
their children, with ‘meaningful’ information on school performance indicators being 
made publicly available (DEST Media Release, 26 June, 2005). The implication here 
is that educators have been deceiving parents by providing meaningless reports and 
not making publically available information related to student or school achievement.  
Parents are being encouraged to distrust the people in the classroom 
responsible for educating their children and to place teachers under close scrutiny. I 
argue, however, that there is deception created by the government in giving the 
wrongful impression that all parents will have real ‘choice’ in where to send their 
children based on published information. Zoned schooling restricts choice in public 
schools that is connected with where parents can afford to live, and only those 
parents able to send their children into the private sector are able to exercise choice 
denied to others on the grounds of socioeconomic status. Whilst parental choice has 
become a key principle underpinning education policy in Australia, Windle argues 
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that school choice advocacy takes no account of “international research findings, 
which for at least a decade have shown negative or at best mixed results for a wide 
range of school choice programs” (2009, p. 232), and have largely exacerbated 
educational inequalities based on parents’ socioeconomic status.  
The ‘truth’ about education presented by the federal government in the Schools 
Assistance Act 2004 poses the ‘problem’ of declining standards (a concept requiring 
clarity) and lack of accountability, which government and media suggest will 
ultimately hinder the country’s economic progress on the national and international 
stage. This ‘truth’ is largely uncontested by a media and a population that has come 
to accept an image of crisis and underlying market-driven ideology that has shaped 
beliefs and practices because it has become so naturalised in our thinking. It has led 
to greater measures of standardisation, control and accountability in education, as 
reflected in the Schools Assistance Act 2004; measures that are serving to organise 
the day-to-day work of teachers. 
The Schools Assistance Act 2004 and specific Regulations related to reporting 
are clearly designed to coordinate teachers’ work trans-locally. This interpretation is 
consistent with the theoretical position of institutional ethnography that text-
mediated relations are enacted through the interpretation and activation of texts 
across sites. This federal legislation demands the production of reports at least twice 
a year, recording student achievement against defined quality benchmarks in a 
learning framework and measured on an A-E scale or equivalent. Teachers at Seven 
Hills College are aware of this requirement if not necessarily cognisant of its origins. 
I would suggest that few teachers in the state have read the Schools Assistance Act 
2004 or the subsequent Regulations (2005) that are organising their work. Although 
available online via a parliamentary website, these documents were not sent directly 
to schools and to teachers. However, other texts, such as a Compliance Manual 
published in 2005 by the sector in which I am located, do the work of interpreting 
federal policy, providing instructions for action that are read and taken up by 
teachers to organise their work. In this way, such texts, interpreted and activated by 
policy actors through layers of ruling relations, accomplish the policy work of 
standardisation and control.  
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4.3 COMPLIANCE MANUAL – MEDIATING POLICY AND DISCOURSE 
4.3.1. Trade-offs and Settlements 
The Compliance Manual distributed to schools in our non-government school 
sector in December 2005, and supplemented throughout 2006, was part of a broader 
sector plan designed to ‘support’ schools to achieve compliance with the Schools 
Assistance Act and Regulations. It is examined here as a text designed to support 
policy enactment in education and wider discourses informing teachers’ work.  
Traditional models of policy formation are linear in fashion with clearly 
defined stages; the reality is far less straightforward. Policies are not simply 
implemented without a degree of mediation. Policy processes are “inherently 
political in character and involving compromises, trade-offs and settlements” (Taylor 
et al., 1997, p. 26). Policy-making and enactment in all its sites involves contestation 
and negotiation (Ozga, 2000). Policy therefore is better seen as ‘process’ subject to 
‘interpretations’ in its enactment trans-locally (Ball, 1997; 2008; 2012). Within the 
Australian state in which I am situated there was considerable contestation related to 
reporting requirements in the Schools Assistance Act 2004.  
As a result of mediation and settlement, concessions were secured in the state 
to render the regulations of the Schools Assistance Act 2004 more palatable, diluting 
the focus on comparative data and competition. Education leaders in the state 
contested any ranking of students, schools, sectors or states subject to public 
comparison. Any reporting of students, it was argued, should be against agreed 
criterion-referenced outcomes and not involve norm referencing against other 
students. Whilst any child (and parent) ought to know the relativity of their work 
against defined benchmarks, performance measured against other students was 
considered irrelevant and potentially harmful. A circular foregrounded in the sector’s 
Compliance Manual provides insight into this mediation of education policy by 
stakeholders. In it, the Assistant Director writes: “the Director… is currently 
negotiating with the [Federal] Minister for Education, Dr Brendan Nelson, regarding 
the requirement to report students’ achievement in comparison to peers in quartiles. 
The State Minister … has negotiated a position where the information can be made 
available to parents on request and we will seek the same compromise” (Circular, 
2005-01).  
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Protecting student identity in comparative data provided to parents was a point 
of major concern. My state was the last to sign off on compliance with the 
regulations in 2005 because of a continuing challenge related to sub group data, low 
class sizes and A-E reporting which would impinge on the privacy of students. Only 
threats from the federal government (Brendan Nelson, Minister for Education) to 
withhold funding from the state ensured that compliance was eventually negotiated 
with further contestation subsequently securing some mediation of requirements. 
4.3.2. Student Reports: Interpretive ‘Guides’ to Compliance 
Much of the Compliance Manual is of relevance to school principals rather 
than teachers, due to their obligation to report compliance on a range of requirements 
in the Schools Assistance Act, including displaying the Values Education Poster and 
National Safe Schools Framework, along with reporting School Performance 
Information to the community. Section 2 of the Compliance Manual, relating to 
student reports, is the text that will be considered here as it was identified, by 
implication if not name, at Seven Hills College when teachers talked about their 
work related to assessment and reporting.  
The effects of policy interpretation and mediation are evident in a circular at 
the beginning of Section 2 on Student Reports in the Compliance Manual. In 
accordance with the Schools Assistance Act, the circular states that: 
The students’ reports will include an assessment against achievement levels 
labelled A, B, C, D and E. Achievement will be referenced to standards within 
[the state Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework]…  
Information relating to a student’s achievement relative to the achievement of 
the student’s peer group (the year level cohort) at the school will be available to 
parents on request. The information will report the percentage of students in 
each of the achievement levels A-E in each learning area. The availability of 
this information will be specifically referred to on the report. 
To maintain privacy for individual students, schools with less than 10 students 
in a particular year level will not report relative achievement information in that 
year level. (Circular, 2005-011) 
The compromise sought by sector leaders to protect the privacy of students 
when reporting comparative performance for small cohorts was achieved. However, 
there was no flexibility in reporting A-E achievement grades. In the Compliance 
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Manual ‘General Information’, sector leaders advised schools that the state 
Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework “is recommended as the basis 
for teacher judgement and for the criteria to assign the 5 levels of student 
achievement” (Section 2, Compliance Manual 2005). All Learning Areas, including 
Religious Education, “will be assessed and reported using the A-E achievement 
levels” (Section 2, Compliance Manual 2005). These are shown in Table 4.2 
Table 4.2 Achievement Information, Section 2 Compliance Manual 2005 
 
A Excellent achievement beyond what is expected at this year level 
B Good achievement of what is expected at this year level 
C Satisfactory achievement of what is expected at this year level 
D Partial achievement of what is expected at this year level 
E Minimal achievement of what is expected at this year level 
 
When teachers at Seven Hills College refer to assessment and grading, it is this 
‘legend’ that informs their work. This is the only wording approved by the Australian 
Government for inclusion on student reports to explain achievement. Whilst it does 
superficially allow some agency to schools to use equivalent descriptors rather than 
grades in the primary years, the ‘key’ must appear on all student reports, making the 
grading of achievement obvious to parents. Subsequent additions to the Compliance 
Manual in 2006, including a Teacher interpretive guide: Using the A-E achievement 
levels produced by the state Department of Education, gave reporting guidelines that 
sought to shape teachers’ understanding of reporting relative achievement. The 
Teacher Interpretive Guide asserts that a standards-referenced approach to 
assessment relies heavily on: 
Teacher professional judgement of students’ achievement against the expected 
Standard they should be working towards. The standard of student achievement 
must be referenced against [Curriculum Standards] and the Learning Outcomes 
in a Learning Area or subject being studied. Teachers are expected to have 
sufficient documented evidence of student achievement on which to base their 
judgement. (DECS, 2006) 
This Teacher Interpretive Guide was issued by the state Department of 
Education and distributed in a sector circular of March 2006 with the request to 
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school principals that it be “printed and included in your hard-copy Compliance 
Manual (Circular, 2006-008). This instruction lent an air of compulsion around what 
was described as a ‘guide’ to assist teachers. The Compliance Manual was further 
supplemented in September 2006 by a sector produced ‘re-interpretation’ of the 
guidelines: Reporting relative achievement using A-E achievement levels: Guide to 
support teachers in making professional judgements about student achievement, 
Years 1-10 (2006). Text-mediated social relations can be traced in the ‘interpretive’ 
work being done by policy actors and the subsequent insertion of this mediated text 
into teachers’ work, shaping their own possibilities for interpretation.  
The Teacher Interpretive Guide was commended to teachers as a “guide to 
assist teachers in their professional judgements in using the A-E achievement levels” 
(Circular, 2006-008). The sector’s re-interpretation was similarly offered as a ‘guide 
to support schools and teachers’ in meeting compliance requirements. Teachers were 
reminded that ‘schools are required to report meaningful information on student 
achievements to parents’, echoing the federal education department’s media release 
implying criticism of teachers. The imperative ‘required’ in the Schools Assistance 
Act is also echoed in the guidelines to teachers, along with several references to what 
‘schools must’ do; use of passive voice demonstrating that the directive comes from 
somewhere other than the sector and its leaders. The verb choice of ‘support’ by 
sector writers offers a softer and more pastoral approach, suggesting that all sector 
personnel are working together to meet government demands.  
As the sector had agreed to the conditions of the Schools Assistance Act, the 
‘Guidelines’ are in effect a sector directive, but through the absence of the sector as a 
subject in the text and the use of de-personalising strategies such as passive voice 
constructions, leaders can appear to maintain solidarity with the sector’s teachers. 
Teachers are re-positioned as professional agents in the reporting process in the 
foregrounding of the importance of teacher professional judgement. Whilst 
conjecture leads me to believe this was unintentional, it counteracts the absence of 
teachers as subjects in the legislation. In the Schools Assistance Act, as discussed in 
the previous section, teachers are located only by implication. They are not 
specifically referred to as active agents in the reporting process and are present only 
by implication that they have been deceiving parents in the production of jargon-
laden and meaningless reports on student achievement.  
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4.3.3. Resistance and Agency in Comparative Reporting 
The guiding documents in the Compliance Manual relating to teachers’ 
reporting obligations reflect the mediated legislation in regard to the provision of 
relative and comparative achievement data about the child to the parents. The 
guidelines foreground the instruction that ‘on request by parents’ this information 
must be provided, but state that it will be provided in relation to the child’s year 
group rather than class. This was a point of settlement in the initial policy mediation 
process that appeared in the 2005 Regulations. Thus, whilst it must be available to 
parents if requested, the value placed upon this information is downplayed in the fact 
that it is not automatically being provided to parents. To be compliant, however, with 
the regulations of the Schools Assistance Act, the Reporting Guidelines issue a clear 
directive to schools that they must include the following statement in their student 
reports: 
You can ask the school to provide you with written information that clearly 
shows your child’s achievements in the subjects studied in comparison to that of 
the child’s group at school. That information will show you the number of 
students in each of the five achievement levels. (Reporting Guidelines, 2006) 
There may be intentional ambiguity here about the composition of ‘group’ 
comparative to year level rather than class. One might suggest that the mediated 
policy message being transmitted to parents is that whilst they have the right to ask 
for such information, there is no compulsion to do so and, in not doing so, they will 
be supporting the beliefs of educators in the sector that such data is unnecessary and 
potentially harmful to students’ self-esteem. Discourses make available ‘possibilities’ 
and subjectivities, and Foucault (1983) argues that governments and institutions 
exercise power when people take up these discourses and become, in effect, ‘self-
governing’. However, in not automatically providing comparative information, state 
and sector mediation opened up agency for parents in their decision about whether to 
request comparative data, offering a possibility of rejecting the discourse of 
competition inherent in the government directed nature of reports to be provided. 
Whilst the federal government and media made much of parents’ right and 
desire to receive this information, relatively few parents actually exercised this right 
to my knowledge in schools in our sector. My experience in two schools since 2006 
is that parents have not requested that information at all in more recent years. That 
 102 
comparative data is not being provided automatically to parents, or requested, 
indicates that competition is not believed to be the most significant imperative in 
education in our sector schools, either by sector and school leaders or by parents. The 
provision of comparative data is in tension to some extent with confidentiality. As 
emphasised in the first paragraph of the guidelines to schools, reporting procedures 
should ‘maintain the privacy of students’. This is in keeping with the sector’s 
principles of respect for the dignity of the individual and recognition that the 
regulations relating to reporting do not serve the best interests of many students. 
Comparative data serves merely to classify and label students according to 
standardised reference points as opposed to providing valuable information about 
progress related to an individual’s learning continuum.  
The requirement for standardised reporting is in tension with teachers’ caring 
work in building self-esteem and enhancing student progress according to ability 
rather than age. Underlying such policy developments is the assumption that the 
adoption of a standardised approach to assessment and reporting will enhance the 
learning outcomes of students by more accurately measuring achievement and 
programming for continued improvement. By implication, emphasis in the 
Compliance Manual is placed on the expectation that the introduction of reporting 
achievement against Standards will lead to greater differentiation and more focus on 
individual needs and goals. Engaging with a standards-referenced Curriculum 
Standards and Accountability Framework is promoted as the central means of 
understanding the needs and abilities of learners and consistency of teacher 
judgement and common interpretation of the Learning Outcomes are championed as 
means of improving student learning. This implication is significant in the context of 
this research as I contend it is one of the reasons for the development and 
implementation of the eCAT for use in sector schools.  
As the Australian Education Union highlighted in 2005, one problem facing 
teachers is the need to report on ‘Key Learning Areas’ or subjects at a time when 
many states and territories have implemented curriculum frameworks that focus on 
‘Essential Learnings’, overarching skills and capabilities rather than content-driven 
curriculum. Testing and reporting on discrete Learning Areas in order to track and 
communicate student progress “will create significant extra pressure on schools and 
teachers” (AEU, 2005). This view is supported by an observation in the Bills Digest 
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(No.14 2004-05) written to assist members of Parliament in their consideration of the 
Schools Assistance Act. Problems were identified associated with a crowded 
curriculum and growing administrative requirements. The Bills Digest references a 
report issued by the federal government itself in 2004 which states that:  
A major source of the pressure felt by principals and teachers is the mandatory 
curriculum and assessment framework. These frameworks, which were meant to 
ease the pressures on teachers by clarifying the outcomes that all students 
should achieve, have had the reverse effect. Teachers in most states report that 
they have amplified the amount of work expected of them in ways that actually 
undermine quality teaching and learning. Over-specification of the outcomes 
leads to a fragmentation of the curriculum and recording and reporting 
requirements are thought by many teachers to be excessive. (Angus, 2004) 
The development of a common reporting structure that evaluates evidence of 
achievement using A-E grades related to Learning Outcomes in the state Curriculum 
Standards and Accountability Framework, or other recognised framework, has 
caused considerable work for schools and teachers. Whilst it is clear in this analysis 
that some competing interests were negotiated, there remains the question of whose 
interests are being served, or not served, by the Schools Assistance Act 2004, which 
has been re-stated and interpreted by the sector in a Compliance Manual. Emphasis 
on testing, comparative reporting and accountability in schools as required by the Act 
has been channelling resources and energy to support a limited view of the purpose 
of education that is not in the best interests of all students, or all teachers. The Act 
supports a managerial view of education; data about students’ education is to be 
managed and disseminated to promote competition. Comparison of what can be 
measured is intended to promote competition to achieve improvements and produce 
an effective workforce to contribute to the economic effectiveness and success of the 
country. By implication, the many things in education that are not reduced to 
something that can be counted are not valued and therefore marginalised.  
4.4 CONCLUSION 
4.4.1. A Policy Ensemble to Measure, Compare and Organise 
Each of the policy texts analysed in this chapter focuses on outcomes, leading 
to measurable output. They are part of an agenda of school and student improvement 
aimed at positioning Australia favourably among the world’s leading educational 
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systems and economies. Discourses of comparison and competition have only gained 
momentum in federal policy with national testing and online publication of schools’ 
achievement data. Outcomes of education legislation such as the Schools Assistance 
Act 2004 imagine a future based on an ideology of economic competition and 
productivity, promoting ‘choice’ that is an empty promise for many parents. Analysis 
of the discourse of the Schools Assistance Act reveals the privileged voices and 
ideologies central to the organisation and direction of education that perpetuate text-
mediated ruling relations through state and sector policies and documents. These are 
interpreted, mediated and enacted by teachers to organise and coordinate their work 
trans-locally, but they also perpetuate a particular purpose and construction of 
teaching. 
The Schools Assistance Act 2004 promises ‘choice’ and ‘opportunity’, yet 
‘choice’ in what teachers can teach and how they report on students is constrained by 
the discourses inherent in the Act and in the enactment of prescribed curriculum. 
Similarly, many parents do not have the power or means to exercise real choice, and 
students and families may be disadvantaged by the principles of competition that this 
policy ensemble promotes. What are the opportunities, for example, for students who 
may in future be denied enrolment to schools on the basis of selection to enhance 
comparative data? How will the Schools Assistance Act 2004 play out for 
Indigenous students, those with English as an additional language and those with 
special needs? It is also possible to ask how disempowered teachers may feel in 
delivering a curriculum that is becoming more prescriptive in how it is taught and 
assessed with the ongoing implementation of a national curriculum. These are 
questions that have arisen in exploring the policy texts informing teachers’ work in 
this chapter, and they certainly warrant research beyond the parameters of this study. 
Interviews with teachers about their work at Seven Hills College revealed, 
either explicitly or implicitly, the policies discussed in this section. The Compliance 
Manual re-stated and interpreted for teachers the relevant components of the Schools 
Assistance Act 2004, reinforcing the imperative that teachers report against the state-
preferred standards-based Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework. 
Reporting requirements are designed to achieve standardisation, consistency of 
interpretation and practice. As this study of teachers’ work is explored, the extent to 
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which these policy texts are organising teachers’ practices, increasing pressures of 
accountability related to performance will hopefully become clear. 
Of all the regulations of the Schools Assistance Act 2004, those that most 
directly impact on teachers’ work are the measures determining how students should 
be assessed and how relative achievement must be reported using A-E grades or 
equivalent descriptors. In the forthcoming descriptions of teachers’ work, interview 
data shows how texts intersect with practices to do the ideological and organisational 
work of ruling relations through the activation of policies designed to increase 
educational accountability. In talking of their work, teachers have taken up the 
language of accountability and they participate in perpetuating discourses of 
managerialism, efficiency and performance through their everyday work. This is not 
a criticism of teachers. In fact, it would be difficult for teachers to challenge these 
textually-mediated ruling relations when, as this chapter has shown, texts carry a 
weight of imperative and expectation of compliance, and are generated in a climate 
of public debate about the need to improve quality and attainment levels in 
education.  
The aim of this research is to explicate the policies, texts and ideologies 
operating to organise and coordinate teachers’ work and my work as a school 
curriculum leader. This chapter has sought to analyse the specific policy texts written 
with the intention of their enactment in multiple local sites. The explication of the 
state Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework and the regulations 
governing assessment and reporting is critical in laying the foundation for describing 
and analysing the rationale behind the development of an electronic Curriculum 
Assessment Tool by sector leaders. As shall be shown in the next chapter, this 
software initiative was seen as a response to a ‘problem’ perceived very early in the 
implementation of the state curriculum: the need to manage the significant amount of 
data generated by enactment of policies designed to measure, compare and to change 
teachers’ work. 
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Chapter 5:  The genesis of the eCAT 
5.1  POLICY RESPONSE TO A ‘PROBLEM’  
The purpose of this chapter is to describe and contextualise how educational 
leaders in the non-government sector in which I am located came to conceptualise 
and design electronic curriculum and assessment software (eCAT) for use in sector 
schools. This is important to my study as it demonstrates how leaders, as actors in the 
multiple layers of policy making and ruling relations, took up wider discourses 
shaping education and the work of teachers in the 21st century. I use discourse 
analysis and also draw on the principles of institutional ethnography to explore the 
idea of replicable texts as means of organising work trans-locally through the ruling 
relations of institutional discourses and practices.  
Data for analysis are derived from interviews with educational leaders in the 
sector who contributed to the development of the software (see Chapter 2, Table 2.2). 
Louise, Margaret and John have held a variety of senior leadership positions in the 
Sector Office associated largely with policy, teaching and learning initiatives and 
professional learning. All have played a significant role in the genesis of the eCAT. 
Mark, a school principal, also contributed to the early planning for an electronic 
‘tool’ to support teachers’ work, and his school was one of seven chosen to trial the 
eCAT from 2007. I also draw on notes that I made in my journal as a participant and 
a researcher during meetings related to the eCAT and upon interviews with Adam 
and Rebecca, leaders in the sector who contributed to managing the trial of the eCAT 
in pilot schools. This range of data offers insights to explicate the discourses and 
ideologies underpinning the development of an electronic tool to shape teachers’ 
work.  
In order to understand the evolution of the eCAT I aim to explicate its origins 
in a broader context of educational policy development. I argue that the eCAT 
represents a continuation of federal and state policy approaches to education that 
promote managerialism and accountability. In the appropriation of these discourses, 
sector leaders conceived and designed software, interpreted here as a policy text, that 
perpetuates the discursive practices of heightened accountability, shaping the 
possibilities and subjectivities available to teachers in their work. I also argue that the 
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development of the eCAT can be seen as a policy response to a ‘problem’ that was 
perceived at a time of curriculum change. This chapter is significant in the overall 
thesis as I provide evidence to show that the intended implementation of the eCAT 
across sector schools is designed to coordinate teachers’ work through their ‘reading’ 
and activation of this electronic text. I have italicised ‘intended’ to signify that, at the 
time of writing this thesis, the anticipated implementation of the eCAT sector-wide 
has not eventuated. However, it is possible to draw conclusions about its purposes 
from the data gathered during interviews with those responsible for its 
conceptualisation, design, and subsequent trial after 2007.  
Ideology and discourse are often used interchangeably in reference to aspects 
of the social world. They represent “the idea that human individuals participate in 
forms of understanding, comprehension or consciousness of the relations and 
activities in which they are involved” (Purvis & Hunt, 1993, p. 474). According to 
Fairclough and Wodak (1997) discourse does ideological work, and language 
contributes to the ruling relations of power in the way discursive practice is received, 
interpreted and activated. Analysis of discourse involves exploration of language 
choices in use, but also involves interpretation of the values and beliefs that might be 
seen to underpin the discursive practice. Fairclough writes, “Language use is always 
simultaneously constitutive of (i) social identities, (ii) social relations and (iii) 
systems of knowledge and beliefs” (1995, p. 131). Analysis of interview data 
describing the origins of the eCAT is important in this institutional ethnography of 
teachers’ work in exploring the social relations, knowledge and beliefs of sector 
leaders as they carried out policy work intended to organise teachers’ practices. The 
ruling relations of power may be exercised by the “unequal capacity to control how 
texts are produced, distributed and consumed (and hence the shape of texts) in 
particular sociocultural contexts” (Fairclough, 1995, p. 1). The trajectory from policy 
production to enactment or activation is important as “texts carry with them both 
possibilities and constraints, contradictions and spaces” (Bowe, Ball & Gold, 1992, 
p. 15). It is the possibilities and contradictions in the conceptualisation of the eCAT 
that this chapter seeks to explore. 
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5.1.1. Locating ‘the Problem’ in the Curriculum Standards and 
Accountability Framework 
In this section I aim to discuss how educational leaders in the sector perceived 
a ‘problem’ that was in need of a sector designed and managed ‘solution’ to help 
teachers organise their work. In particular I draw on interviews with Louise and 
Margaret, who first imagined the possibility of the eCAT in the context of their work 
at a time of curriculum change. The concept of a tool to ‘support’ teaching and 
learning grew out of the development of the state Curriculum Standards and 
Accountability Framework, which was taken up as the preferred curriculum in the 
sector’s schools. As previously indicated, this curriculum framework was built 
around a continuum of learning outcomes organised into Standards: “reference points 
for monitoring, assessing, and reporting learners’ achievement” (DETE, 2000, p. 8). 
Sector leaders took up the discursive and ideological intent of ‘monitoring’ or 
‘tracking’ student achievement in their conceptualisation of a tool to make this 
possible.  
Louise was involved in a cross-sector curriculum review project in the late 
1990s during which, she says, “it became obvious that we were putting together a 
framework which was driven by outcomes. That was essentially where it needed to 
be. That was the political direction that we’d been given at the time” (Interview, 
2009). Analysis of Louise’s recollection suggests ruling relations being activated 
with government policy shaping her work as a leader in the educational sector. Her 
reference to “that was essentially where it needed to be” suggests a contemporaneous 
emphasis on outcomes and productivity and perhaps indicates the degree to which 
this was uncontested, thus implicating leaders in the sector in the ruling ideologies 
infusing educational discourses at the time. 
Teachers in the state in reality had little choice in the implementation of the 
state Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework. As a policy, it received 
tri-sector agreement and consequently sector leaders actively supported its 
implementation in schools. Margaret, a senior leader who worked closely with 
Louise, states that, whilst the Framework was not mandated at the time, there was an 
expectation that schools would take up this policy. 
[There was] an expectation that this would be the best curriculum option 
available and that schools that decided not to use [the Framework] would do so 
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having discerned that their option was better… The governing body of the 
sector identified [the state Framework] as the preferred Curriculum Standards 
and Accountability Framework. (Personal communication, 2011)  
Schools could continue to offer an alternative curriculum, but those that took 
up the ‘advice’ of the Sector Office faced significant change with the implementation 
of a curriculum framework based on defined ‘Standards’ that students should achieve 
at particular year levels in their schooling. This brought the realisation, according to 
Louise, that: 
We’re going to have to have some way of tracking how students have moved 
from one Standard to the next. Because the [Standard] was attained over a two-
year period there needed to be quite strong documentation for how you held that 
student for two years. If you had a Year 4, Year 5 student, it was unlikely you’d 
have them in Year 6. So how were you actually going to be able to say that that 
student had achieved Curriculum Standard 3 in a whole range of things? So the 
tracking of the student became really important. We started to talk about how 
you would track it and the idea was that it needed to be electronic at that point. 
(Interview, 2009) 
Implementation of the Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework 
shaped expectations around tracking student learning and measuring achievement. 
Margaret acknowledges that the implementation of this curriculum policy text 
marked a point in a policy trajectory that had implications for teachers’ work. “We 
realised that we were saying to teachers we want you to use this framework but we 
were giving them a job that was almost impossible to manage because they couldn’t 
actually manage the data” (Interview, 2009). In Margaret’s reference to ‘wanting’ 
teachers to use the Curriculum Framework can be detected the ruling relations 
involved in enacting state and sector policy. Margaret goes on to explain that the 
curriculum change endorsed by sector leaders was the catalyst for finding a 
‘solution’ to support teachers’ work. 
We soon realised that if teachers were actually to follow the Framework to its 
fullest… you’d be filling in exercise books by legions. So we said there must be 
some sort of way of documenting that information. We thought in the very first 
instance of an electronic format for documenting teachers’ observations. 
(Interview, 2009) 
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Affirming Margaret’s observation that the Curriculum Framework presented a 
data management problem, Louise comments: 
Now it’s death by a thousand outcomes but that was where it started. For 
schools and teachers that had embraced the Curriculum Standards and 
Accountability Framework…they were going to end up with a thousand sticky 
notes about what student achievement had been, so what did they want from 
something? (Interview, 2009)  
This recognition that tracking students’ achievement would lead to the 
intensification of teachers’ work around assessment and recording data is significant. 
Rather than problematise the validity of the outcomes-based curriculum, and the 
work this would then require teachers to do, the sector response was to conceptualise 
an electronic ‘solution’ to what in essence was a policy-created workload problem. 
This reflects naturalisation of the discourses inherent in the Curriculum Framework, 
an expectation that teachers would activate the policy as intended and an assumption 
that technology would facilitate teachers’ work, making the work generated by ‘the 
possibilities’ inherent in the Curriculum Framework more manageable and efficient 
in practice. The signs were clearly there that an outcomes-driven curriculum would 
have significant workload implications for teachers. 
Discourse analysis of Louise and Margaret’s interviews reveals a language of 
managerialism more usually associated with business: outcomes, tracking, data 
management and technological solutions. As a mechanism to manage teachers and 
track students this resonates with Foucault’s work on forms of knowledge and 
methods adopted by the state to manage and normalise populations, and “the 
transformation of difficulties and obstacles of a practice into a general problem for 
which one proposes diverse practical solutions” (Foucault, cited in Ball, 2013, p. 45). 
Leaders in the sector appear to have taken for granted the educational philosophies 
and practices generated by an outcomes-based curriculum and foregrounded a 
technological response to enable this work. 
5.1.2. Framing a Technological Solution 
The suggestion that teachers could use an electronic means to document 
records of assessment reflects the increasing push for technologisation of processes 
and activities in education and elsewhere in the last decades of the twentieth century. 
The ‘imaginary’ of an electronic data management tool was consistent with a global 
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policy context that emphasised the importance of digital technology in a knowledge 
economy and coincided with neoliberal discourses of efficiency and interest in 
comparative data to drive improvements in education. Discourses of crisis, and the 
potential of ICT as a solution to multiple problems in education, were seemingly 
taken up by sector leaders in their conceptualisation of a ‘solution’ to the problem of 
‘death by a thousand outcomes’ that teachers would experience in their work. It is 
perhaps not surprising given the discursive confluence of this global context and 
state generated curriculum policy that sector leaders considered electronic collation 
of student achievement data as the next application of technology.  
John, who was a primary school principal at the time, was on a Ministerial 
Advisory Committee that gave rise to the development of the state Curriculum 
Standards and Accountability Framework and an ensuing focus on support 
mechanisms. John takes up the discursive construction of a ‘problem’ in terms of 
data management, solution and efficiency: 
When the Framework was released, the sector and also Department of 
Education at the time … realised that if we were going to implement all the 
concepts and all the benefits of the Framework, schools and teachers and 
systems were going to need more systematic, more consistent and more 
efficient methods for working with student learning data for information about 
learning. (Interview, 2009) 
The ‘concepts’ and ‘benefits’ to which John refers comprise a standards-
referenced, outcomes-based curriculum and monitoring and tracking achievement. 
The juxtaposition of these two words implies unproblematised acceptance that the 
newly implemented Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework would 
bring improvements in student learning outcomes, and would require changes in 
teachers’ work. Further, John implies that the previous practices of teachers related 
to assessment and recording data were inconsistent and inefficient, making a strong 
case for standardised practice and increased accountability. John recalls that an 
Assessment and Reporting Accountability Working Party was convened to explore: 
A tool or an application of some kind that would meet those needs, provide 
those efficiencies and the consistency and a medium that you could lay across 
the systems so teachers then had some environment that they could engage with 
wherever they were, whether they moved schools, that they could share with 
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other teachers and I suppose to some extent to try and break down the 
idiosyncrasies of individual teachers’ methods of assessing, collecting and 
analysing student information about learning. (Interview, 2009)  
In his thinking about the need for a tool to create ‘efficiencies’, John presents a 
deficit construction of teachers. Individual idiosyncrasies are clearly seen as 
undesirable and the sector assumed responsibility for ‘breaking down’ such 
idiosyncratic practices with the development and implementation of a tool that could 
‘lay across the systems’ and be read and activated trans-locally to bring about 
standardised data management practices. John’s interview data also reflects the 
assumption that an electronic tool of some kind was the answer to this ‘problem’ of 
managing the demands that curriculum policy requirements placed on teachers.  
Initially, according to Louise, the intention in the sector was to look at a cross-
sector partnership to develop a product to support curriculum implementation, but 
difficulties arose in terms of finance and management of control:  
There was a cost incurred and would we lose control over something. It just all 
got too complicated basically…then with [the Department of Education] it 
literally fell apart because they couldn’t fund it; they were talking mega mega-
millions. (Interview, 2009) 
Consequently, leaders in my non-government school sector sought 
independently to create some means of recording, storing and transferring student 
achievement data, but in a more central place than each individual school. However, 
Louise explains that the “sector wasn’t going to be seen as the repository or the 
controller of that data and schools didn’t want that either” (Interview, 2009). 
Louise’s recollection provides insights into awareness of a discourse of control 
inherent in the production and application of a data management tool. Evidently there 
were contradictions or tensions in the sector in the desire to maintain control over the 
nature and development of any software to be used by its schools, whilst creating a 
system whereby “the server [computer hardware running software services] was seen 
as not being controlled by the sector” (Interview, 2009). Whilst a central repository 
of data made sense to enable data to move with students across the system, leaders in 
the sector were anxious to avoid any question of surveillance of schools. This was 
possibly due to the widespread education debate at the time about the publication of 
data as it was being used in the United Kingdom to promote competition in schools 
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amid increased public transparency around student and school achievement in 
national testing practices. Louise attributes this cautionary note in sector discussion 
to: 
The principles… of the independence of decisions at the local level. Also 
because we didn’t want snoopervision to be the thing, and the name, blame, 
shame stuff of league tables was pretty predominant at that point as well. 
(Interview, 2009) 
The managerialist drive for ‘efficiency’ in teachers’ work with the state 
Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework clearly informed decisions 
around whether to proceed with what potentially, and in reality, was an expensive 
product development. Discussions around some form of curriculum and assessment 
support software coincided with the realisation that the student information 
management system used by many schools in the sector was also in need of renewal 
or replacement. As Louise explains: 
We started to see in the sector that there were all of these ways for tracking 
students where we were doubling up endless times… here’s a finance package, 
here’s a student education, you know an outcomes package, and here’s a 
package that’s about the nuts and bolts of the things we need to do. So there was 
the potential for all three things to come together because [the student 
management system] had a limited lifetime and was basically just student 
records. [It] couldn’t sustain having curriculum records or learning outcomes 
added onto it. So you have conversations with the ICT people who said ‘we 
need to build a new endeavour for that’. So basically the management of data - 
financial, administrative and learning - started to be seen as … the way forward 
because the era that we’re now in was about electronic data management. 
(Interview, 2009) 
I have italicised key words and phrases here to demonstrate how the imaginary 
moved from a broad concept of education and student learning to a much larger 
‘outcomes’ package for recording, tracking and managing data to be viewed, 
interpreted and taken up by others in their work. The ‘era that we’re now in’ is one of 
increasing technocracy in knowledge management where “society exists and 
progresses only if the messages circulating within it are rich in information and easy 
to decode” through electronic dissemination (Lyotard, 1984, p. 5). Technology was 
seen as the solution, the ‘way forward’, in achieving efficiencies across the sector in 
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various fields, including teachers’ work activating the requirements of the 
Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework ‘to its fullest’.  
5.1.3. From Conceptualisation to Design 
After the implementation of the Curriculum Standards and Accountability 
Framework, John and a number of colleagues from schools in the sector were given 
the brief to write the specifications for a product and consult with software 
developers. As John recalls, “I think the intention was to provide … benefits to 
schools and teachers but it was also intended to assist with the implementation of the 
Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework” (Interview, 2009). A state 
policy decision to implement a new curriculum consequently began to shape further 
policy decisions in the sector. 
Mark, a primary school principal in the sector, was involved in a Steering 
Committee and initial discussions about the benefits of some form of electronic tool 
to support teachers’ work with the Curriculum Standards and Accountability 
Framework. His recollection of initial discussions about an ICT product suggests 
there were different ideas about the purposes of any tool and how teachers might use 
it. As Mark states: 
I’ve long been an advocate for some electronic organisation of the Curriculum 
Standards and Accountability Framework to make the curriculum more 
accessible for students and teachers. From the system point of view probably 
the imperatives are more around assessment and reporting, but for me as a 
principal I’m particularly interested in the programming side. (Interview, 2009) 
Whilst his involvement may have been driven by an interest in the potential of 
software to assist in curriculum planning, Mark posits that the imperatives driving 
the tool’s development were more directly linked to aspects of teachers’ work 
associated with accountability, assessment and reporting. This is reinforced by the 
name of the group charged with making recommendations about the nature of a tool: 
the Assessment and Reporting Working Party. However, it appears that discussion 
with principals about desirable functions in any software resulted in a much broader 
design brief encompassing many aspects of teachers’ work. An electronic tool was 
envisaged to collect and manage assessment data in a way that would inform 
teaching and learning practices and shape ‘the programming side’ of teachers’ work. 
The intention, according to John, was to complete specifications by 2004, identify a 
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product on the market for trial and begin a pilot in schools in 2005, four years after 
the launch of the state Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework. The 
growing scope of the project led to John being seconded from his position as 
principal in order to concentrate on managing the development of a software product. 
In the sector’s offices he worked closely with Louise, who, John says: 
Outlined what she saw as a Standards-referenced framework and … building 
assessment and recording and diagnostics and everything like that around 
Standards. Tracking kids against the Standards was what she saw as the 
principal reason for the development. (Interview, 2009)  
In his brief to develop specifications for a software tool, John understood that 
there were competing discourses about the desirable purpose and functions of any 
product. As he says, “others came at it from different perspectives, on-line learning 
and doing what we do on paper electronically” (Interview 2009) but, whilst other 
considerations were discussed, John is clear that in its conceptual development the 
eCAT was for assessment and recording. He says there was “less of a syllabus kind 
of focus and more of an accountability framework” (Interview, 2009).  
Accountability requirements across the country are linked to the funding of 
education through state and federal grants. By the time John was pushing forward 
with the design of a tool to track and report performance against expected 
benchmarks, this heightened accountability was very much on the national political 
agenda. Accountability was clearly a consideration in the rationale for developing a 
product to track achievement, as the discourse of crisis, improvement and 
transparency around performance was taken up, in largely uncontested form, by 
sector leaders. Louise made a direct link between data, accountability and funding as 
drivers for the development of a data management tool: 
What the sector wanted to do was to be able to extract information that they 
needed for reporting on quadrennium funding requirements just simply to 
satisfy the Australian Government that monies were being used appropriately. 
(Interview, 2009) 
From the emergence of the concept for the eCAT to manage student learning 
data, it took five years before the sector went to the market to seek a suitable product. 
The length of time it took from conceptualisation to sourcing a product developer 
may partly be attributed to competing agendas within the sector. There may have 
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been some concerns about ‘being seen’ to control a data management tool, but the 
reality was that an off the shelf product did not meet the specifications desired by 
sector leaders, so the development of the eCAT became more complex and 
considerably more time-consuming that anticipated.  
5.1.4. Competing Agendas or All About Data? 
Competing agendas in the development of the eCAT were to some extent 
unavoidable when educators became involved in discussions and tenders framing a 
software product that had to complement a much larger agenda of managerial 
efficiency, and form part of a suite of tools for data management that extended 
considerably beyond student learning data. John recalls that it “was decided that we 
would join up and put out one school management system package that included 
the curriculum, the student information and the finance” (Interview, 2009). This is a 
significant point, which provides evidence of a dominant managerial discourse 
focusing on efficiencies and data. Analysis of interviews with sector leaders 
suggests that the subjectivities of the people in schools, the students and the 
teachers, became lost in discussions about functions, data, technology and 
management. Louise explains the contested territory in the following terms: 
We knew as it went along that it was bigger than any of us in terms of the 
technology platform that it needed. That started to get in the way. The technos 
would come in and grab an agenda that I wasn’t particularly interested in but 
knew that we had to be responsible about that because it fitted in the bigger 
organisational structure of what we then needed for finance and student records, 
so that started to get a life of its own. We had Admin, Finance and Planning 
looking at [new information systems] and then we were looking at learning and 
we wanted to position it as the most critical function of the organisation. 
(Interview, 2009)  
Louise’s observation provides insight into the complexities of a large 
organisation with different departments having different responsibilities: teaching 
and learning, finance and administration. Foucault argues that, “discourse is not 
simply that which translates struggles or systems of determination, but is the thing 
which, and by which, there is struggle, discourse is the power which is to be seized” 
(Foucault, 1984, p. 110). Louise implies there was a power struggle to position the 
centrality of learning within the software package being designed; however, I would 
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argue that whilst the teams had different specifications for any technological 
solution, their focus was essentially the same – the desire to develop and implement 
electronic systems of data management. Whilst the conceptualisation and design of 
an ICT solution to the problems of data management were not without struggle, the 
competing discourses of learning and administration were connected by a discourse 
of managerialism and a focus on data, not people. The subjectivities of students were 
lost. Students became objects of information about their family circumstances, 
finances and academic achievement; sources of data to be tracked and managed on a 
system wide scale.  
Budgetary implications were significant given the realisation that an ‘off the 
shelf’ product would not fulfil the vision being pursued for a tool to support learning 
in the situated context of non-government education in a state with a prescriptive 
Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework. Educational leaders wanted to 
retain control over the purposes and design of the eCAT as a product that was 
independent but integrated into the ‘bigger organisational structure’ of what was 
needed. Wishing to keep control over the customised content and design of a 
software tool for learning created problems and contributed to endless delays in 
production. Louise recalls that: 
We decided to go into quite an extensive interview process for who would build 
something that met our requirements so that it was client focused but we ran 
down alley ways and hit brick walls and dead ends with it and I think that’s 
when we realised exactly how big it was. It got bigger than we ever imagined. It 
got more complex. It started to get into the realm of losing sight of what the 
learning was because every time we said we wanted to be able to export or 
import information that then became another raft of complicated technological 
things that had to happen. Extraordinarily frustrating but its genesis was in 
actual fact a way of recording and tracking student achievement within the 
Curriculum Framework given the fact that a curriculum Standard was over two 
years of a child’s schooling. (Interview, 2009) 
Fairclough (2001) writes that assumptions or ideologies are conveyed in 
language and exercise power in their ability to shape thoughts and actions. This is 
also a basic principle of institutional ethnography. Repetition in language conveys a 
sense of insistence of underlying ideologies. Repeatedly, interview data comes back 
to the ‘genesis’ of the software tool as a means of tracking and managing student 
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achievement data and creating a depository of information that could be overlayed 
across the sector’s schools. The eCAT represents a standardised and centrally 
coordinated and held data management tool and the data it generated would be 
accessible to different teachers over a period of time to inform and organise their 
work. This was considered necessary as the organisation of the Curriculum Standards 
and Accountability Framework in Standards over two years is not generally 
consistent with the organisation of teachers and classes each year. A teacher may not 
have the same class over the two-year period in which learning has to be 
demonstrated and recorded against the Standards in the Curriculum Standards and 
Accountability Framework. For assessment of achievement to work effectively, and 
as intended by the organisation of the Curriculum Framework, detailed and accurate 
information about the ‘Outcomes’ a student has already achieved needs to be stored 
in a way that it is accessible and able to be read, understood and taken up by the next 
teacher to inform further activity with the student.  
Whilst the complexity of customising the design of the eCAT and trying to 
integrate its functionality into the bigger picture of managing data was problematic, 
Louise maintains that, “it was one of those things where we simply wanted to record 
what a student had achieved” (Interview, 2009). Adam, who became involved in the 
eCAT after 2006, confirms that the purpose was to find “a way of keeping records 
against the Standards” (Interview, 2009). Elaborating on this, Adam stated that: 
Anybody who was working with the state Curriculum Standards and 
Accountability Framework would have thought well this is a great framework; 
students could be working at Standard 4 when they are in Year 2. Conversely 
they could be working at Standard 3 when they are in Year 9 so I need to know 
that so I can put the resources into those students at a class level. How do I keep 
track of the students’ progress against the Standards? As I understand it, there 
was to be software developed to enable teachers to track student progress, to 
record their progress, to monitor their progress, to put resources in where they 
were required. (Interview, 2009) 
In his book on Foucault, power and education, Ball (2013) notes Foucault’s 
observation that in the 19th century the school became an “apparatus of uninterrupted 
examination” (Foucault, 1979, p. 186) designed to classify students and ‘impose’ 
pedagogical practice. Adam’s reference to putting “resources in where they were 
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required”, as a result of assessment and recording mechanisms, resonates with 
Foucault’s “mechanism of simultaneous evaluation and comparison ‘woven into [the 
school] through a constantly repeated ritual of power’…” (cited in Ball, 2013, p. 48). 
The desired function of the eCAT also creates what Foucault identified as “the 
possibility of a detailed control and regular intervention” (cited in Ball, 2013, p. 49). 
Certainly, the multiple references to ‘tracking’ students that emerge in interview data 
with senior education leaders in the sector have a Foucauldian flavour of power, 
control and surveillance in the management of the student population in the sector’s 
schools. 
There is interesting contradiction, even irony, in the complexities that were 
experienced in trying to design an electronic solution to ‘simply’ record student 
achievement, and enable teachers to do the assessment and recording work 
demanded by the state Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework. This 
work was considered ‘impossible to manage’ without the efficiency of an electronic 
solution to data management. A tool was being created to solve a problem 
constructed in the design and implementation of a curriculum policy that intensified 
teachers’ assessment and recording practices. Far from being a ‘simple’ solution, the 
conception of an integrated software package to create efficiencies in managing a raft 
of data for administrative and learning purposes took on a ‘life of its own’ in a 
context where managerial efficiency emerges as the dominant discourse.  
5.1.5. The Construction of Teachers and Teaching that Informed the eCAT 
In this section I draw from the interviews with educational leaders to 
demonstrate how a particular construction of teachers and teaching was taken up in 
discourse about the need for an electronic tool to manage teachers’ work. There is 
strong evidence of a shared discourse that constructs teaching as a complex and 
multidimensional profession, but one that would benefit from standardisation of 
some practices to organise teachers’ work more efficiently. 
The recollections of sector leaders’ imaginings about the eCAT present a 
construct of teachers’ work as something that would benefit from new ‘efficiencies’ 
and tools that would bring about a degree of uniformity. For Louise, “there was a 
sense that [a tool] could in fact streamline teachers’ work. If it was at the touch of a 
button, then that was fantastic” (Interview, 2009). Evident across the interviews with 
sector leaders is the assumption that teachers would activate all the requirements of 
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the Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework in collecting and recording 
‘legions of data’. Inherent in this is the assumption that because the Curriculum 
Standards and Accountability Framework had been endorsed and recommended to 
schools in the sector, it would be taken up in its entirety and be complied with as a 
policy directive. The likely intensification of teachers’ assessment, recording and 
tracking work is not challenged. Instead there is the assumption that changing one 
form of documentation for another more technologised method would ‘streamline’ 
teachers’ work and make it easier.  
In spite of Louise’s assertion that the conceptualisation of the tool was ‘simply’ 
as a means to record what a student had achieved, and Margaret’s intention that 
something was needed to facilitate ‘documenting teachers’ observations’, the 
emergent functionality of the tool became more extensive and complex. This 
functionality reflected a perception of teachers’ work that is organised around a cycle 
of teaching and learning. Translated to the eCAT, this cycle, was understood by 
Louise to be: 
Plan, Teach, Assess, Record, Report. We knew that we could plan well, we 
knew that we could teach well, we could probably assess quite well. We had 
difficulties with recording, which then caused difficulties with reporting. We 
knew we would never get the Tool as it was at that stage at the reporting end; 
that it wouldn’t be generating reports. We could get it to maybe plan and teach 
and record things. (Interview, 2009) 
Of significance in Louise’s comment is the transition from shared identity as an 
educator with repeated reference to ‘we’, to an absence of teachers as subjects doing 
teachers’ work. Instead the software has been given agency of its own in that ‘we 
could get it to maybe plan and teach and record things’. The realisation that in its 
proposed design the software would probably not also have capacity as a reporting 
tool was a disappointment for Louise whose intention was to ‘streamline’ many 
aspects of teachers’ work in one medium. Inherent in Louise’s interview data is also 
an implication that there was room for improvement in teachers’ practices if the 
fundamentals of teaching are accepted as activating a cycle of planning, teaching, 
assessing and recording. Louise repeats the assertion that “I think the recording is 
where we fall down…It’s not about recording every detail, but certainly about 
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recording significant achievements along that continuum of learning that you would 
have identified in your planning (Interview, 2009). 
The assumption that teachers do not record data well will be challenged by my 
analysis in Chapter 7. To some extent, John acknowledges that the work of recording 
is already a feature of teachers’ work in reference to teachers with the eCAT “doing 
what we do on paper electronically” (Interview, 2009). Perhaps it is not the absence 
of data that was at the heart of discourse around the creation of the eCAT but the 
belief that data should be more transparent, visible and accountable. If managed in a 
central depository this could facilitate standardisation of data collection, tracking and 
monitoring and shape how the data is read and activated by teachers to coordinate 
their work with each other and with students. 
There are traces in some of the comments by sector leaders of a deficit 
construction of teachers. The eCAT was designed to some extent based on a 
particular conception of what teachers do not do, rather than what they do or what 
they need. As Louise stated, “the recording is where we fall down” (Interview, 
2009). Similarly, Adam expressed the opinion that “it would be inappropriate for us 
to assume that all teachers can collaborate” (Interview, 2009). Analysis of the 
following extract from an interview with John suggests that a particular construction 
of teachers’ work and teaching underpinned his conception of the software tool: 
We were actually coming from a perspective of let’s strip those assumptions 
away and say that teachers don’t have to work in isolation but they can; teachers 
don’t have to work in the same physical space but they can; teachers don’t have 
to have responsibility for one group or year level of students but they can. So 
we look at it as a way of enhancing collaboration and we ask two questions 
always: what can this do to enhance learning opportunities for improved 
learning outcomes for students, and how can this gain efficiencies for teachers? 
(Interview, 2009) 
Managerial language of efficiency and improvement is evident here, suggesting 
by implication that teachers are inefficient and need assistance in improving student 
learning outcomes. There are new ‘requirements’ of teachers’ work flagged here too; 
new ways of working considered good practice. By implication teachers do not 
collaborate; they work in isolation and in defined spaces, which constrains their 
work, perhaps leading to duplicated or idiosyncratic practice. John implies that the 
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eCAT was designed to actively change how teachers work, promoting collaboration 
and flexibility which he sees as enhancing teachers’ work. In asking, “what can this 
do to enhance learning opportunities” John is implying that the eCAT is a solution to 
‘problems’ in teaching and learning. 
 However, there are traces of competing ideologies and constructions of 
teachers in some of the interview data with sector leaders. Margaret’s more 
politically sensitive construction is shaped by many years’ experience as a teacher, 
principal and senior leader in the sector. She constructs a more ‘generous’ 
description, which focuses on the moral and philosophical purpose of teaching that 
extends beyond the dominant practices of assessment and recording that the software 
tool is nevertheless privileging. Margaret comments:  
I don’t think teachers’ work is a job. I never have, probably not in my own 
experience as a young person and as a student, nor in my own work as a teacher, 
nor now. It’s about saying what is it that you do on behalf of society to actually 
support society in its development and you do it in this very sort of intense 
localised thing which is about how you work with this individual student or this 
class of students. (Interview, 2009) 
Margaret speaks passionately about the relational aspects of teaching, which 
acknowledge individuality and unique lived experiences. She sees teaching not as a 
technical craft but as “a very visionary, deeply relational, altruistic thing that people 
do” (Interview, 2009). From her reference to teachers working ‘on behalf of society’ 
and to ‘support society’ it can be assumed that her perception of teaching goes 
beyond the increasingly narrow economic rationalist purposes of education 
underpinned by Human Capital theory (Lingard, 2010; Olssen et al., 2004). 
Nevertheless, Margaret shares the view that teachers need a tool to assist them in 
managing and using data effectively to improve their teaching: 
We realised that teachers wouldn’t be able to do that in a notebook any more. It 
wasn’t just about a technical thing, it was about saying that data is so useful, 
how does it all interplay, what does it all mean? We wanted to have something 
that gave some sense of being able to use the information in a way that would 
impact on teaching. (Interview, 2009) 
There is no question that in Margaret’s construction of teachers’ work the 
collection of student achievement data is considered integral to good teaching and 
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learning. She implies a process inherent in the eCAT wherein the reading and 
activation of data would impact on teaching and on teachers’ work. According to 
John, efficiency was evidently a goal in the creation of a “more consistent and more 
efficient method for working with student learning data” (Interview, 2009). As he 
states: 
If it adds value to what schools and teachers are already trying to do, and 
schools then embark on a program of integration on that basis, and teachers use 
it primarily for those purposes, then it will be of great use and it will gain 
efficiencies I believe, more and more over time. (Interview, 2009)  
Is there contradiction or uncertainty evident here in John’s evaluation of the 
eCAT? The repetition of references to efficiency throughout his interview data 
reflects an underlying managerialist ideology informing the development of the tool. 
The eCAT is portrayed in very utilitarian terms, as is the nature of the data within it, 
which somehow lacks a sense of the subjectivities of students and teachers 
constructed by its use. Yet, use of the conditional ‘if’ perhaps implies awareness that 
it will not be taken up by teachers unless they, as actors in the policy process, 
perceive a value in what the stated intentions of the tool are and the functions by 
which these intentions might be achieved. There is perhaps an underlying awareness 
that ‘workability’ (Lankshear et al., 2000; Loveless, DeVoogd & Bohlin, 2001) will 
be the acid test that will determine teachers’ use of the eCAT to change their work. 
5.1.6. A mechanism for Orchestrating Change in Teachers’ Practice 
Analysis of interview data suggests that in the conceptualisation and design of 
the eCAT, sector leaders had an agenda to actively change teachers’ work, based on 
a particular construction of teachers and of what the ‘ideal teacher’ should do. Mark, 
a primary principal involved in the conceptualisation of the eCAT, makes explicit 
that the desire for change was a driver of the tool’s development: 
One could still argue that nothing much has changed in a hundred years. 
Schools still organise groups of students at year level, which is only a measure 
of the number of years they’ve been at school. It’s not a measure of attainment. 
Groups have got a bit smaller, but basically it’s the same deal and I think that’s 
a great pity. We’re looking at how we can change teachers’ work. (Interview, 
2009) 
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Mark suggests that technology is the means to change student learning and 
break out of the traditional industrial model of school organisation. Mark also 
implies that it is the solution to problems associated with the intensification of 
teachers’ work, as collaboration can be fostered electronically: 
I think the force that will change students’ work is technology … and the need 
for engagement, to make learning and teaching far less stressful because I think 
that’s what’s happening in schools. If you talk to your average principal or 
teacher you get a bit of a culture of we’re overloaded and my answer to that 
would be well no better reason to do more things collaboratively. (Interview, 
2009) 
Louise supports the view that collaboration in creating a shared depository of 
curriculum programs within the eCAT would make teachers’ work easier: “There 
was never any sense that anything was a teacher’s, teacher x and teacher y; it was a 
whole collective that was shared and developed” (Interview, 2009). Again this 
provides evidence of sector leaders constructing teachers as working in isolation. It 
also suggests an endeavour to challenge and change teachers’ work to a more 
collective enterprise through text-mediated ruling relations at work in the eCAT. 
Evidence also suggests that the eCAT was seen as a means to actively ‘encourage’ 
teachers to embrace technology in their work, as indicated by Louise: 
There was a view also, again in the year 2000, that some teachers were not 
necessarily embracing the new technology. At that stage you would have done 
an introduction to Word or an introduction to PowerPoint or something like that 
whereas you’d never think about doing something like that now. Those things 
are just givens. There was a sense that this could in fact streamline teachers’ 
work… it would save teachers endless amounts of x, y and z and there would be 
a repository of things like the Learning Federation15 that were dragged into a 
teachers’ portfolio of tricks, like their kitbag was pretty well full of a whole 
range of resources that would save them going off somewhere else. The other 
thing also was we saw interactive whiteboards as the opportunity; that no 
interactive whiteboard would operate without the Curriculum Standards and 
Accountability Framework uploaded. (Interview, 2009) 
                                                
15 The Learning Federation is an online depository of learning objects and digital resources to support 
curriculum content. By 2007 teachers could access over 1900 learning objects which are interactive, 
multimedia curriculum resources designed around learning outcomes, and 3000 digital resources 
including images, movie clips and audio files – http://econtent.thelearningfederation.edu.au  
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The conception of an electronic tool therefore became a means to reinforce 
policy directions and beliefs about what represented good practice in teaching and to 
bring about change in teachers’ practice, to de-privatise it and make teachers more 
accountable for student learning. Initially the objective of the tool was to reinforce 
use of the state Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework in teachers’ 
curriculum practices. Louise suggests that this policy text could be brought right into 
the classroom by being embedded into whiteboard technology used by teachers. But 
investment in the eCAT was also to promote the integration and use of ICT, which 
was seen as an answer to increasing student engagement and improving teachers’ 
documentation and recording practices.  
The intended role of the eCAT to change teachers’ practice cannot be over-
emphasised in this institutional ethnography of teachers’ work. What is at work is a 
political and ideological act, what Ball calls “textual interventions into practice” 
(Ball, 1994, p. 18), which “enter rather than simply change power relations” (p. 20). 
The eCAT represents a stated desire and a commitment to change teachers’ work. It 
represents, through material intervention in teachers’ practice, a discourse of control 
and managerialism in policy enactment designed to accomplish ideological work. In 
the next section I seek to show how this ‘official narrative’ or institutional discourse 
was taken to schools in preparations for the trial of the eCAT in teachers’ work. 
Sector leaders and consultants ‘guided’ teachers in taking up the discourses and 
possibilities inherent in the eCAT, and thus are implicated in the ruling relations of 
material and discursive intervention in teachers’ work. 
5.2 TAKING THE ‘OFFICIAL’ NARRATIVE TO SCHOOLS 
Leaders and consultants from the sector’s offices played a key role in carrying 
the intentions of the eCAT as policy into Seven Hills’ College, influencing how its 
functionality should be interpreted and its possibilities activated. In order to 
contextualise the work of teachers trialling the software, the final section of this 
chapter provides a brief historical narrative explaining the criteria by which schools 
were chosen to participate in the trial of the eCAT. This is significant to this study as 
the concept of ‘predisposition’ relates to the constructed subjectivity of a ‘good 
teacher’ by sector leaders. I will also explain how consultants working with teachers 
took up the ‘official narrative’, and participated in the social relations which are 
important in understanding teachers’ work with the eCAT. 
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Schools were invited to engage in a process of selection to pilot the eCAT. 
Criteria for selection included determining schools’ technological readiness to 
implement the software, together with their evident use of the state-preferred 
Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework. John comments, “A school 
that is not working with the state-preferred framework won’t be able to engage with 
it [the tool], so that was the first thing, a curriculum audit if you like” (Interview, 
2009). John, who was introduced earlier as having a significant role to play in the 
development of the eCAT, says that schools wanting to participate were required to 
demonstrate an innovative disposition towards using data to inform teaching and 
learning practices: 
We looked in particular at that whole idea of learner-centred learning or 
evidence informed practice or whatever you want to call it, working with 
learning data really: assessment for learning. Without that, or at least some 
interest in that, the school was just at risk of doing old things in new ways. 
(Interview, 2009) 
Additional selection criteria included the degree to which professional 
collaboration was a reported practice, combined with teachers’ familiarity and 
confidence with ICT. As John states: “If your teachers hold a mouse like it’s going to 
explode then probably working with the eCAT is not going to be a happy 
experience” (Interview 2009). Collaborative practice and competence with 
computers, combined with a particular subjectivity where teachers are constituted as 
data analysts, are, by implication, pre-requisites for contemporary teaching practice 
and engagement with the eCAT. John and his team chose schools that were also 
perceived to have “active, contemporary leadership” (Interview, 2009) by which was 
meant leadership with a focus on data-driven improvement and integration of ICT in 
teaching and learning. In having such selection criteria, sector leaders appeared to be 
doing everything possible to maximise the potential success of the pilot.  
5.2.1. We’re Trying to Make the Old Work Better 
The ‘official narrative’ was taken to principals and teachers in the sector in the 
first eCAT meeting in August 2007. Data discussed in this section are drawn largely 
from notes that I made, as participant and researcher, during this and other meetings 
related to the eCAT. Sector leaders at the meeting emphasised that teachers were 
involved not in a “software project so much as a curriculum project” (meeting notes, 
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2007), as the search for a software package had been undertaken to support 
implementation of the state-preferred Curriculum Standards and Accountability 
Framework. During the meeting participants were invited to explain why they had 
nominated to be part of the pilot. My observation was that responses came from 
school leaders rather than teachers, and my research later revealed that two principals 
speaking out, including the principal from Seven Hills College, played a significant 
role in the development of the state Curriculum Standards and Accountability 
Framework and subsequent discourse about the ‘need’ for a software tool to manage 
the workload implications of its implementation in schools. This is important as in 
the hierarchical nature of power relations in schools, what teachers heard about the 
intentions and hopes of the eCAT from their school leaders as well as sector leaders 
would almost certainly have influenced their interpretation of what was expected of 
them in the pilot, and the perceived ‘value’ of the tool. In my meeting notes, I 
recorded the reasons stated for nominating to be part of the eCAT pilot, which 
included: 
• Having some control, rather than being ‘done to’ 
• Tracking student progress across Reception to Year 12 
• Embedding the Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework 
• Coordinating assessment and reporting 
• Making teachers’ work easier 
• Exploring the opportunity to engage parents  
• Having an opportunity to be at the forefront of an exciting new development 
• Wanting to achieve excellence in education for students. (Meeting notes, 
2007) 
These stated reasons provide evidence of the ‘active, contemporary leadership’ 
sought in the process of determining involvement in the pilot. They also reflect, 
perhaps unconsciously, the institutional discourses and policy directions being taken 
up by school leaders in the sector at the time, most notably a coordinating 
Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework, an emphasis on tracking 
progress, assessment and reporting and a drive for improvement in student learning. 
Evidence of the naturalisation of discourses of improvement might be expected of 
school leaders, reflecting an understanding of their responsibilities for accountability 
and for managerial aspects in relation to teachers’ work. 
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Participants, some of whom were classroom teachers with various additional 
responsibilities in schools, were welcomed as ‘leaders in the sector’ who were in a 
position to inform the development of the software. Again, this points to a deliberate 
selection and shaping of participants based on their perceived disposition towards the 
aims and functions of the eCAT. These people were ‘ideal subjects’ who might 
ensure the successful trajectory of sector policy from its ideological work as intended 
policy to its realisation in activation by teachers in their work.  
One of the sector’s Curriculum Team invited participants to consider what new 
things could be done in new ways and to engage in “an imaginative consideration of 
the possibilities” (Meeting notes, 2007). Interestingly, whilst the purpose of the 
meeting was to talk about piloting the eCAT, no visuals were shown to give teachers 
any understanding of what they were being asked to engage in. Repeatedly the 
presenters returned to a description of the project as a “curriculum project, not a 
software project”, stating that “we’re trying to make the old work better”. One 
presenter made very explicit the anticipation that “the way teachers work will change 
using the software” (Meeting notes, 2007). To a considerable extent, such ‘framing’ 
of the eCAT and the planned pilot was to a receptive audience. School leaders 
appeared pre-disposed to furthering the sector’s improvement agenda and stated an 
explicit desire to embed in teachers’ curriculum design practices the Curriculum 
Standards and Accountability Framework as a policy text shaping teachers’ work. 
Even though implementation of the new Curriculum Framework began after 2001, 
seemingly principals and sector leaders held the perception that not all of the 
curriculum’s inherent ‘possibilities’ were being fully activated by teachers. The 
language of innovation, imagination and possibility reinforces the contention that the 
eCAT was intended to bring about, quite deliberately, changes to teachers’ work.  
The selection criteria for the pilot of the eCAT, and the subsequent framing of 
the tool, reinforce interpretation of the purposes of the eCAT and the subjectivities of 
teachers inherent in its development. Combined they portray a construction of 
teaching and teachers that influenced the tool’s creation. Good and efficient teachers 
are seen as users of ICT. The implementation of the eCAT pre-supposed, and 
actively promoted, increasing engagement with technologies to organise teachers’ 
work. The assumption that the software tool would promote ‘new ways’ of working, 
suggests that pre-technologised practices are somehow no longer contemporary or 
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effective. Analysis of my meeting notes indicates that a consistent message was 
being relayed to participants in the pilot. A pre-disposition to embracing change, as 
generated by state and sector policy, is apparently seen by sector leaders as 
representing innovative leadership. By implication, teachers who do not embrace the 
vision of the eCAT are somehow seen as deficient. The eCAT was designed to 
engineer a quite deliberate change in teachers’ practice as explored in this chapter. 
The new ways of working considered desirable include competent use of ICT, 
collaborative practice and a data-driven focus on improvement.  
5.2.2. Testing the eCAT: Driving the ‘Official Narrative’ Home 
Towards the end of 2007, consultants reinforced the ‘official narrative’ shaping 
teachers’ activation of the tool during ‘testing’ of the eCAT by teachers, which 
occurred at the sector’s offices. The tests, teachers’ first exposure to the materiality 
of the eCAT, were scheduled over three days to see how easily teachers could 
navigate the functionality of the tool. I attended the testing days as a curriculum 
leader and participant in the trial, alongside a colleague from Seven Hills College. 
Participants were again called “leaders in their communities in this new, exciting 
enterprise” (Meeting notes, November 2007). I documented comments from school 
leaders who attested to a desire to “see how we can shape it, to bring more 
professionality to assessment and accountability and to see how we can streamline 
things”, perpetuating a managerial discourse around educational improvement and 
accountability, and echoing the words of sector leaders when they described the 
genesis of the eCAT in their interviews. 
The scheduled third day of testing was cancelled as “teachers had grasped the 
functionality of the software and navigated round it much more quickly than they had 
anticipated. The group had crossed the divide between testing and training” (Meeting 
notes, November 2007). School participants were then instructed to gather data on 
student achievement in chosen curriculum areas to enable teachers to upload 
benchmark data when the eCAT became available in schools, scheduled for April 
2008. In completing the test of the eCAT towards the end of the 2007 school year, 
the instruction to participants to gather assessment data prior to beginning the trial in 
the following year gave the impression that, although being framed as a curriculum 
project, the focus of the tool’s application was on recording assessment and tracking 
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student achievement, again echoing the shared discourse of sector leaders in 
describing the genesis and purpose of the eCAT. 
5.2.3. Competing Discourses: Possibilities or Constraints? 
Notes taken in my journal during meetings and training sessions suggest some 
competing discourses being conveyed by consultants in supporting the trial of the 
eCAT. In a final test of the software in 2008, participants were told that the pilot was 
about “learning rather than data”. “What we’re dealing with is a learning tool rather 
than just a piece of software”. Taking up this message, one consultant stated that “the 
lowest common denominator is using it to record what teachers already do”, whilst 
another asked participants to consider “what is possible? How is this impacting on 
the way in which I can provide better learning experiences for my students?” A 
comment from one consultant, that “it’s a genuine pilot designed to meet your needs 
and find out what you want it to do” was met with an insightful aside from one 
teacher representing Seven Hills College. She suggested that the eCAT would not in 
fact meet her needs. “We’re not going to be able to deviate from the state Curriculum 
Standards and Accountability Framework. Do we only teach what is measurable in 
the framework?” (Meeting notes, 2008). 
Participants were instructed to “have in mind units of work and outcomes you 
want to work from”, placing emphasis on curriculum outcomes. Whilst participants 
were told that it “is up to individuals and schools how they use this, to what extent 
and when”, consultants made clear that “we will be working with you very strongly 
in the way your principals have identified that they want to work, and the way they 
would encourage their teachers to work”. This comment provides powerful evidence 
of the social relations operating to shape teachers’ work, limiting possibilities for 
activation of the tool according to the stated directions of the principals which were 
in turn taken up by consultants in their work with teachers. Teacher participants were 
told by one consultant that, “while this is extra work, it is extra work to do things that 
we should have been doing”. In this comment there is recognition that using the 
eCAT would increase teachers’ day-night work but there is no problematisation of 
this intensification of teachers’ work, only the message that teachers should have 
been doing this work anyway. Use of ‘should’ suggests modality of obligation and 
implies a perception that teachers are not working as sector leaders or principals 
wish. Somehow teachers are placed at fault. Moreover, there is a strong implication 
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that teachers require both direction and a ‘solution’ to make them do the work they 
‘should’ be doing. Such thinking frames a problem in teachers’ work that requires a 
solution, serving to legitimise the development of the eCAT.  
Further shaping or restricting possible activation of the eCAT, one consultant 
noted that, whilst the tool has the capability to engage students in online learning: 
Using the tool we can come to the false impression that we’re going to be 
involving students in eLearning all the time – that’s not the reality. There is no 
compulsion for eLearning. It provides opportunities to plan and record good 
traditional teaching pedagogy. (Meeting notes, 2008) 
This comment suggests competing discourses operating in the way ‘policy 
actors’ in the sector were interpreting the eCAT and shaping its activation. Whilst 
some championed the eLearning possibilities to engage students, most emphasis 
appeared to be on the tool as a means to develop outcomes-based and assessed 
curriculum and to record results to track student achievement. Teachers were being 
encouraged to focus on elements of their work that could be documented, and 
therefore subjected to trans-local, non-time-bound evaluation. Reference to ‘good 
traditional teaching pedagogy’ is ironic, as the development of the eCAT and its 
intention to change teachers’ work implies that ‘good’ and ‘traditional’ are 
contradictory concepts in practice. This reference appears to be in conflict with 
leaders’ stated desire to promote integration of ICT in teaching and learning, and it 
narrows the focus of ICT to its use as an administrative tool to manage data.  
5.3 CONCLUSION 
5.3.1.  A Confluence of Discourses and an Imperative for Change 
In this chapter I have shown how sector leaders imagined the eCAT as a 
solution to problems generated by the implementation of the state-preferred 
Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework if enacted as intended. If the 
Curriculum Framework was to be activated in full, demanding that teachers assess, 
monitor, and track student achievement in order to improve learning outcomes, then 
technology was deemed necessary to facilitate this work. In this concluding section I 
explore how implementation of this curriculum policy coincided with a 
contemporaneous ‘fetish’ for ICT (Aronwitz & Giroux, 1993) and discourses of 
accountability and managerialism. This confluence of perceived needs and 
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possibilities occurred at a particular point and place in time to generate an imperative 
for change in teachers’ work and the creation of an electronic means to orchestrate 
this change. 
5.3.2. Taking the Lead and Constructing the Mission 
I frame discussion in this concluding section in the light of two comments 
made by senior leaders in the sector, Adam and Rebecca, who joined the eCAT 
project during its trial implementation. This is because their comments encapsulate 
the ideas underpinning the conceptualisation of the eCAT as a material and 
ideological insertion into teachers’ work. First, there is pressure on educational 
leaders and teachers to utilise technology in a knowledge economy and to 
accomplish what Adam terms “an integration of ICT as just being part of what we 
do” (Interview, 2009). This includes effective use of data through a medium of ICT 
to enhance learning outcomes, and increase student engagement and achievement 
levels to satisfy a national agenda for improvement through increasingly visible 
mechanisms of accountability. What is relevant to my study is the conscious exertion 
of control by policy makers in the sector in endeavouring to engineer a change in 
teachers’ work through a material intervention in practice. Rebecca’s comment that 
“if we are not taking the lead and constructing the mission, well who is?” (Interview, 
2009) is revealing of the role of sector leaders in both naturalising and further 
activating the ruling discourses operating to shape teachers’ work as it is constituted 
in the eCAT. 
5.3.3. The Bigger Picture: Information Management and Force for Change 
The implementation of the Curriculum Standards and Accountability 
Framework created an emphasis on data that coincided with a ‘bigger picture’ of 
organisational change to rationalise information management in student learning, 
finance and administration. This agenda took the focus away from students and 
teachers as subjects, rendering students as objects of numerous forms of data and 
teachers as data managers and analysts. A concept of data management across 
schools in the system already existed, albeit largely affecting administrative staff in 
schools. Educational leaders in the sector apparently took up the concept of 
technology that could be overlayed across the system to manage information about 
students’ learning achievements. Reflecting a wider discourse of managerialism, this 
in consequence meant managing aspects of teachers’ work. It is the accountability in 
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the Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework that appears to have 
shaped the genesis of the eCAT in wanting to enable teachers to better record and 
track student data. Sector leaders appear not to have problematised the idea of 
‘managing’ teachers through the development of an application to organise teachers’ 
curriculum and assessment work across the sector’s schools, as evidenced by the 
triangulation of interview data. Analysis across the interviews conducted shows 
considerable consistency in language around the construction of teachers’ work with 
traces of a deficit construction legitimising the need for a software solution to solve 
‘problems’, not just in data recording and management but also in other aspects of 
teachers’ work.  
The eCAT was designed as a force for change, for rationalisation and 
collaboration driven by a commitment to efficiency and standardisation. It was 
developed in a context of increased accountability for sector and school leaders for 
improving results and the need to report performance to federal government to meet 
the requirements of quadrennial funding. Economic imperatives and discourses of 
efficiency and data management coincided with a perception that teachers were still 
reluctant to embrace technology, and an assumption that integration of ICT in 
education ‘is a given’. Therefore the eCAT was possibly conceived as a means to 
‘help’ teachers make changes to their work; changes that sector leaders consider 
desirable, specifically using data more effectively and integrating ICT into their 
work. Rhetoric around 21st century education positions ICT as the contemporary 
approach to teaching and learning. Teachers are under pressure to embrace digital 
technology in teaching and learning, and this pressure is being constructed, quite 
deliberately, by the sector’s design and implementation of the eCAT.  
5.3.4. Making ICT Just a Part of What We Do 
In Chapter 3, I discussed the research literature in relation to ICT in a context 
of globalisation and showed how in the last decade of the 20th century technology 
was heralded as a catalyst for reform in teachers’ work. The eCAT was conceived 
‘simply’ as a tool to record information about student achievement related to 
outcomes in the prescribed Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework so 
that decisions could be made about learning needs and pedagogical responses. 
However, as I will show in the next chapter, as the eCAT evolved it included 
functions to organise curriculum programming and provide opportunities to engage 
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students in digital learning. What is significant in this institutional ethnography is 
that the eCAT was designed to orchestrate changes to teachers’ work by bringing 
ICT more visibly and centrally into teachers’ work so that it just becomes, as Adam 
said, “a part of what we do”. 
Discourses around teaching and ICT promoted in the media, and to a large 
extent taken up by leaders in the non-government sector in which I am located, are 
promoting a particular construction of teachers’ work in the 21st century. 
Constructions of contemporary pedagogy involve technology and suggest that good 
teaching must be standardised and controlled by material or textual interventions to 
make teachers more accountable and to skill young people appropriately for a digital 
future. Loveless and his colleagues (2001) asked a decade ago what the purpose of 
ICT is in schooling, to raise standards, prepare students for the knowledge economy 
or to make teachers more efficient. Interview data from senior leaders in the sector 
suggest that all three of these reasons legitimised enactment of policy discourses in 
the constitution of the eCAT, although bringing efficiencies in teachers’ work and 
generating improvement in student learning outcomes were seemingly the dominant 
discourses at work. 
The consistency of data across interviews with sector leaders suggests that the 
eCAT was conceived as a tool to manage data, facilitate collaboration and enable 
teachers’ work around curriculum, assessment, teaching and learning to take place 
beyond the confines of the classroom. These possibilities are inherent in the eCAT 
and its development can be seen as part of a much more global phenomenon 
associated with applications of ICT in teachers’ work. Mark, a primary principal in 
the sector, describes ICT as “much more than a tool…it’s got a life of its own and it 
gives people access in a whole range of ways that we haven’t had before” (Interview, 
2009). As discussed in the review of literature in Chapter 3 however, technology 
alone does not change people’s practice. It requires a change in beliefs and goals and 
a deliberate intention to change ‘normal’ practice (Loveless, DeVoogd & Bohlin, 
2001). 
Analysis of interview data derived from sector leaders suggests that senior 
educators in the non-government sector in which this research is situated, using both 
the power and means, are being ‘deliberate’ about shaping new pedagogies by 
seeking to change the norms that organise teachers’ work. Ultimately, however, 
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teachers’ use of information communication technologies in whatever capacity will 
be determined by their perception of their value, accessibility and utility (Lankshear 
et al., 2000). 
An aim of institutional ethnography is to explicate the discourses shaping 
people’s day/night work and operating through text-mediated ruling relations to 
make certain subjectivities and activities possible and limit others. In this chapter I 
have sought to show how the eCAT may be contextualised in discourses being 
interpreted and activated by sector leaders to manage change in teachers’ work. I 
have also demonstrated how such discourses were conveyed in an ‘official narrative’ 
to frame teachers’ interpretation and enactment of this sector policy in the trial of the 
eCAT in their work. This chapter has sought to demonstrate the ideological and 
ruling work of policy creation and trajectory. The following chapter seeks to 
demonstrate further the ‘possibilities’ and constraints for teachers’ work inherent in 
the eCAT, by exploring more specifically the structure and organisation of this tool 
which is, in design and intent, a text designed to organise and coordinate teachers’ 
work trans-locally. 
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Chapter 6:  The eCAT: Review, Design, Engage 
The purpose of this chapter is to describe the structure and functionality of 
the eCAT. This is important in the context of my study as the eCAT is interpreted 
as a policy text doing ideological work to ‘steer the actions’ of teachers. Through 
a lens of institutional ethnography, I understand the eCAT in Smith’s terms as: 
The bridge between the actual and the discursive. It is a material object that 
brings into actual contexts of reading a fixed form of meaning that can be 
and may be read in other settings by many people at the same time or at 
other times. (Smith, 1992, p. 92)  
In the context of this thesis, this chapter seeks to make clear to the reader, through 
analysis of its language and functionality, the ‘possibilities’ for teachers’ work 
inherent in the tool.  
As demonstrated in Chapter 5, sector leaders perceived a need, and 
expressed a desire, to change teachers’ work. Policy ensembles are often put 
together in response to perceived problems in fields of activity. As such they are 
“normative, expressing both ends and means designed to steer the actions and 
behaviour of people” (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010, p. 4). The genesis of the eCAT lay 
in a curriculum policy change in the state. The eCAT was imagined as a means to 
speed up integration of the new Curriculum Standards and Accountability 
Framework in teachers’ practices, and also to manage the data produced by 
teachers following the curriculum’s possibilities to ‘the fullest’. The eCAT was 
constructed as a means to track student progress and encourage pedagogical 
changes in teachers’ work, including differentiating curriculum plans to meet a 
diverse range of students’ needs and integrating ICT into teaching and learning. 
This chapter seeks to show how these intentions were realised in the functionality 
of the eCAT. 
This chapter draws heavily on an instructional handout written for teachers, 
which describes the eCAT as “a software solution designed to promote 
contemporary learner centred learning” (Sector handout, 2008). This document 
explains the intended functionality of the eCAT through screen grabs from 
computer images. The order of discussion of the tool’s functionality in this 
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chapter mirrors that which appears in the handout. This chapter will not discuss 
teachers’ use of the eCAT during its trial. That will be explored in Chapter 8. Here 
I will explore how the eCAT is intended to organise and coordinate teachers’ 
work trans-locally. I will begin by presenting an overview of the organisational 
structure of the eCAT, before analysing each organisational element in turn. 
6.1 AN OVERVIEW OF ORGANISATION IN THE ECAT 
The eCAT provides a curriculum-planning framework, a depository for 
resources, a means to store and track longitudinal data of students’ achievement 
and also a mechanism to engage students in eLearning activities. The tool 
organises teachers’ work as a cyclical process shown in Figure 6.1, beginning 
with an understanding of a student’s achievement level in order to build on 
existing learning  
Figure 6.1 The teaching and learning cycle organising the structure of the eCAT                   
(Sector handout, 2008) 
 
This cycle is represented in the eCAT in the structural organisation of the 
tool through tabs: Dashboard, Review, Design and Engage shown in Chapter 1, 
Figure 1.1. The functionality of each of these organising tabs in the eCAT will be 
discussed and analysed in turn.  
 
DESIGN	  planning	  a	  program	  of	  of2line	  and/or	  online	  learning	  opportunities	  
ENGAGE	  Assessment	  and	  Feedback.	  Demonstration	  and	  observation	  of	  evidence	  and	  interactions	  with	  students	  learning	  
REVIEW	  con2irmation	  and	  pro2iling	  of	  achievement	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6.2 THE DASHBOARD 
In the Dashboard teachers can navigate through current and past classes to 
trace patterns of student achievement. The concept of a ‘dashboard’ is common to 
information management systems as a means to organise processes or show 
indicators often related to performance.  
 
Figure 6.2 Dashboard (Sector handout, 2008) 
Clicking on an icon for an individual student (Figure 6.2) teachers can see 
any observations they, or other teachers, have made about a student’s 
performance. This presumes that teachers have uploaded observations about 
student work and recorded achievement against learning outcomes. Undertaking 
such recording activity for each student in a class provides the capacity to 
construct a profile of student achievement over time.  
The Dashboard organises information about students by their year of study 
and by their membership of classes taught within a year, categorising them in 
ways that are familiar to teachers in the traditional, industrial model of age-related 
schooling and timetable organisation of classes by year level or subject. Through 
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the Dashboard teachers can see their own classes, but they can also see 
information about other classes or students within the school. In the event of a 
teacher working in two separate locations, they can access information from both 
schools using the same Dashboard. This is because the server is centrally 
managed, rather than by individual schools. Teachers are given password access 
through a sector-controlled portal, and thus the sector maintains security and 
control over access to the data uploaded into the tool. Personnel in the sector’s 
office take class lists from electronic student management systems in schools and 
transfer this data to the eCAT until such time as the intended unified data 
management system is operational. It is envisaged that once students have a 
‘unique identifier’, the transfer of information between sector-managed and 
school systems will be more streamlined. Central management of student 
achievement data is consistent with the managerial discourse of control and 
efficiency that informed the development of eCAT as discussed in Chapter 5. It 
also is a mechanism, if ultimately taken up by all sector schools, to ensure 
standardisation of data management and to create possibilities for surveillance by 
sector leaders in monitoring school achievement. 
6.3 REVIEW: TRACKING STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT 
The second tab directs teachers to review student achievement information, 
the starting point in a cycle of work encompassing curriculum planning, delivery 
and assessment. In Review, once data has been uploaded, teachers can view 
student achievement data related to the ‘Standards’ and ‘Outcomes’ in the eight 
Learning Areas in the Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework. In 
addition to the core curriculum, teachers can design learning and assessment in the 
religious domain, as explicit teaching of religious education is a sector 
requirement of schools. The functionality in the Review tab indicates the capacity 
and purpose of the eCAT to upload and track longitudinal data about a student’s 
achievements. This intended function, however, is ultimately dependent upon all 
teachers fulfilling the expectation inherent in the eCAT to consistently and 
accurately record data about student learning in relation to the state Curriculum 
Standards and Accountability Framework. If done, the eCAT provides an 
electronic, standardised format of data for subsequent teachers to access and act 
upon to meet students’ learning needs.  
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Figure 6.3 produced from fictitious class and student data, as is the case 
with all slides in the instructional handout, shows that inputting student 
achievement data makes it possible to see how many students have achieved the 
Standard (i.e. S1 or Standard 1) in specific areas, in this case in each Key Idea of 
the Religious Education framework at Standard 1 (Year 2 level) and Standard 2 
(Year 4 level).  
Figure 6.3 Review Screen (Sector handout, 2008) 
Clicking on the name of an individual student from a drop down menu in 
the Review screen enables teachers to view achievement beyond class aggregate 
data. Teachers can see how many ‘opportunities’ a student has had in the learning 
program to demonstrate achievement of a particular Outcome. This presupposes 
that students should be given multiple opportunities to demonstrate achievement 
of each Outcome, the intended goals of achievement that make up an overall 
Standard measured over a period of two years. Across the eight Learning Areas in 
a Standard, there are 72 outcomes to be achieved. The eCAT makes it possible for 
teachers to provide a comment or upload evidence of achievement for every 
student in a class across multiple tasks in multiple learning areas. This is an 
enormous task that reflects a significantly increased emphasis in teachers’ work 
on assessment and recording achievement.  
It was in this ‘problem’ of collecting and managing data that the idea for an 
electronic data management tool originated. Rather than problematising the 
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necessity of assessing students against dozens of Learning Outcomes in a two-
year time frame, leaders in the sector created a policy solution to support teachers 
in meeting the “accountability expectations” (Whitehead, 2001, p. 5) of the 
Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework, which specify “monitoring, 
assessing, evaluating and reporting on learners’ achievement and for tracking 
learners’ progress over time” (DETE, 2000, p. 6). In the middle and senior years, 
a teacher of a specialist subject would enter data for multiple classes, potentially 
hundreds of students for a teacher with seven or eight classes a week. In the 
primary years, teachers would be entering data for approximately 30 students but 
across all 72 outcomes of the Curriculum Framework, plus the additional 
outcomes for religious education. This would generate in teachers’ work a 
significant amount of time consuming ‘clicking’ and entering of data. 
Once sufficient evidence is available through the provision by teachers of 
multiple learning opportunities, which are observed and recorded as 
demonstrations (Figure 6.4), teachers can confirm students’ achievement. 
Confirmations result in ‘bubble person icons’ appearing against confirmed 
Standards, these being the main chronological organiser of the state Curriculum 
Standards and Accountability Framework, classifying students according to 
ability against expected benchmarks of knowledge, skills and processes. If 
students are achieving well below their age-appropriate Standard they might be 
labelled as ‘Special Needs’. In Foucauldian terms, this “mechanism of discipline” 
normalises individuals; “it breaks them down into components such as they can be 
seen, on the one hand, and modified on the other” (Foucault, 2009, p. 56). Whilst 
the data entry is completed under a different tab, the Engage tab, the results of the 
data entry are shown in Review. Hovering the mouse over any of the ‘person 
icons’ provides a list of particular students who have demonstrated achievement 
of the Outcomes at the specified Standard (Figure 6.3). 
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Figure 6.4 Review Screen – Demonstrations (Sector handout, 2008) 
Data entry at the micro level for each student allows a macro level overview 
so that teachers can see how achievement is distributed across a class. An 
alternative screen view provides a class overview, listing students horizontally at 
the top of the screen and Learning Areas and Key Ideas vertically to the left of the 
screen. In this view teachers can clearly see a student’s achievement in relation to 
the whole Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework. Selecting a cell 
for a particular student and Outcome means that the confirming teacher and date 
of confirmation of the Standard can be seen, along with any comments teachers 
have made about the evidence of achievement. The teacher enters this data in the 
Engage module of the tool. It is intended that this achievement record be passed 
on from year to year, providing a teacher with more detailed benchmark 
information about students in his/her class than has been available in the past.  
A core element of the eCAT’s functionality is the collection of evidence to 
support teachers’ assessment of students’ achievements. Although teachers’ work 
in the eCAT is organised by Review, Design, Engage tabs, in the instructional 
handout to pilot teachers the link between Review and Engage was made explicit, 
and the handout moves from an overview of Review to the functionality of Engage 
as this is where the evidence of achievement is uploaded to inform what appears 
in the Review screen data. 
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The intended coordination of teachers’ work is that achievement data 
viewed via the Review screen should inform the design of learning experiences to 
enable students to build on their current level of achievement. Specifically, 
inherent in the transparent spread of ability within a class, is the expectation that 
teachers will differentiate in their planning and design a range of learning 
experiences that are accessible to students at different levels of achievement. 
Achievement data is intended to generate adjustments to pedagogy and 
assessment, shaping individual and group tasks and outcomes according to ability. 
This has potential effects on teachers’ work in terms of their approach to planning 
curriculum and how classes are organised around multiple activities and groups to 
support a differentiated approach to teaching and learning. 
6.4 ENGAGE – ASSESSMENT AND FEEDBACK 
The ‘Engage’ organising tab provides access to the place where assessment 
and demonstrations of students’ achievement are noted. In Engage, teachers 
provide feedback to students and this organisational signpost, also available to 
students, is where teachers can view electronically submitted work, which can be 
uploaded in the form of, for example, a journal as evidence of learning. Engage, 
as a verb, indicates a degree of teacher-student interaction through this 
functionality of the tool. The image of cogs on the icon, suggests continuous 
development as result of engaging students in feedback about their learning.  
Teachers can split the screen to see both the Feedback and Engage tab, 
allowing them to see student work in the same window as they record the 
assessment and feedback. Teachers and students are required here to have 
computer literacies in order to facilitate this process of marking and feedback. 
Work, first of all, has to be in a format that can be uploaded to the computer as 
evidence of learning. This might be in the form of an attachment such as a Word 
document, a PowerPoint, or a piece of work that has been scanned and uploaded, 
requiring multiple work processes in order to facilitate assessment and feedback. 
Rather than giving feedback to students on paper, it is instead given in a more 
permanent, electronic form that is visible to students, parents, other teachers and 
whoever has access to the data in the tool, including potentially school leaders and 
sector personnel managing the data on the central server. Providing feedback is 
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not new work for teachers but in the eCAT it is being organised in a transparent 
digital format, potentially placing pressures of performativity on teachers. 
With an emphasis on outcomes-based learning, the eCAT ‘invites’ teachers 
to document observations and record demonstrations of achievement of particular 
Outcomes, by which is meant the knowledge, skills or understanding students are 
expected to demonstrate through the particular tasks set. In this location of the 
eCAT, teachers record by ticking a box whether students have demonstrated 
achievement of the Outcome, as indicated in Figure 6.5.  
 
 Figure 6.5 Feedback Comments (Sector handout, 2008) 
It was intended that teachers’ observations could be made available to an 
external audience – the student, or parent at a later date – although this function 
was not available for the duration of the pilot. However, teachers can choose to 
restrict observations to a teacher audience as notes of what to focus on with the 
student in future. The potential ‘publicness’ around students’ work and teachers’ 
comments and assessment creates the possibility for comparison of performance 
and surveillance of student achievement and teacher work practices. This 
functionality has the potential for ‘disciplinary power’, which as Foucault 
explains: 
Imposes on those whom it subjects a principle of compulsory visibility…it is 
the fact of being constantly seen, or being always able to be seen, that 
maintains the disciplined subject in his subjections. (Foucault, 1979, p. 187) 
The visibility of teachers’ work in the eCAT creates possible pressures of 
performativity which, in turn, shapes teachers’ subjectivities – a good teacher is 
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one who provides detailed, regular feedback that stands up to comparison and 
scrutiny, one who uses available ICT functions in his/her work with students to 
support teaching and learning and one who maintains excellent records of 
achievement against all Outcomes and Standards and provides the evidence to 
support this record keeping.  
Finally, in Engage, teachers have an option of providing a mark or 
evaluation for the evidence of learning submitted. If the teacher has designed the 
learning item to use marks or grades in feedback to the student, these options 
appear for the teacher to record them in the eCAT. 
 
Figure 6.6 Assessment of Achievement (Sector handout, 2008) 
During the pilot phase of the eCAT, which is the focus of this study, and the 
iteration of the software then being trialled, the grades option shown in Figure 6.6 
did not allow teachers to select A-E grades in accordance with reporting 
requirements determined by the Schools Assistance Act 2004 and the subsequent 
Interpretive Guide to Reporting issued in the sector in 2005-6. However, this was 
an option that could be requested by schools and was added to the standardised 
option sometime after 2009, because users of the tool requested the function. The 
fact that the A-E grading option was added as a result of requests from users of 
the software – teachers – suggests that the discourses around reporting, grading 
and accountability, evident in the Schools Assistance Act and the Sector 
Compliance Manual, have been taken up by teachers in their assessment practices. 
The eCAT places emphasis in teachers’ work on output, demonstrating 
student learning against the outcomes and providing evidence to support teachers’ 
evaluation of achievement. The centrality of assessment is evident in its place in 
Review, which provides the data to enable tracking of students’ achievement, and 
in Engage where the data is entered and evidence uploaded. Teachers’ work 
processes are being organised around assessment, and recording evidence. This is 
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privileged over the remaining organisational function of the tool, which is 
curriculum design. 
6.5 CURRICULUM DESIGN 
The Design organising tab takes teachers to a centralised place and a 
standardised process of organising their curriculum planning work. It organises 
teachers’ work through functions that structure curriculum planning in terms of an 
overview, a sequence of learning experiences designed to provide students with 
opportunities to demonstrate achievement against Outcomes, and the organisation 
of resources to support learning. In the Design function, under a ‘Properties’ tab 
there are further tabs to organise teachers’ work as shown in Figure 6.7. 
 
Figure 6.7 Properties in Design (Sector handout, 2008) 
Under the ‘General’ tab teachers can provide an overview of a curriculum 
plan or ‘design’ to document the scope and purpose of a sequence of learning. 
This information can be replicated or amended in the Teacher Overview and, if 
required, the Student Overview, which students can access when they log in to the 
eCAT. The ‘Feedback’ tab permits teachers to choose the nature of feedback 
provided on tasks, whether as a mark or comment. ‘Outcomes’ provides the list of 
Outcomes for each Learning Area at each Standard. Teachers can select particular 
Outcomes from the embedded state Curriculum Standards and Accountability 
Framework to explicitly link them to the learning intentions in the curriculum 
outline. This is intended to shape teachers’ curriculum design work by starting 
with the outcomes to be achieved, rather than with topics and content. Curriculum 
programming is outcomes-driven and designed to generate assessment activities 
and learning achievement data. This has the potential to limit what teachers 
program and teach to what is measurable against Learning Outcomes and 
recordable in the eCAT. 
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The Design tab leads teachers to an Outcome selector option (Figure 6.8). 
With a few clicks teachers can select the Outcomes relevant to the unit of work. In 
the screen grabs included in the instructional handout examples are chosen from 
the sector’s Religious Education framework, which is included in the eCAT in 
addition to the state-preferred Curriculum Standards and Accountability 
Framework. These two curriculum frameworks appeared in the early iterations of 
the eCAT during the 2008-2009 pilot and will be progressively replaced at a later 
date with the Australian Curriculum (ACARA) and achievement standards as they 
become available. 
 
Figure 6.8 Outcome selection in Design (Sector handout, 2008) 
Teachers may do their planning in a Personal Planning option in the eCAT, 
which is not accessible by other teachers. Alternatively they can choose to show 
their curriculum design in a publically accessible space. This feature reflects the 
intention of sector leaders, stated in Chapter 5, that the eCAT be designed to 
promote sharing and collaboration as a way to achieve ‘efficiencies’ in teachers’ 
work. As with other aspects of the transparent nature of data uploaded into the 
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eCAT, sharing curriculum plans ‘exposes’ teachers’ curriculum work to the 
scrutiny of colleagues and school leaders if the collaborative intention is fulfilled. 
Teachers may feel some anxiety about this exposure, particularly if a culture of 
collaboration is not common in their current practices, and this ‘intention’ 
inherent in the eCAT again has the potential to increase pressures of 
performativity in teachers’ work. 
6.5.1. Orchestrating Differentiated Curriculum 
The organisation of ‘Design’ functions in the eCAT suggests that teachers 
are being encouraged to develop curriculum wholly within the constraints of what 
the Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework prescribes in order to 
demonstrate comparative achievement along an outcomes-driven continuum of 
learning. This functionality of the eCAT, demonstrated in the Dashboard, Review 
and Engage tabs, makes transparent to teachers the diverse spread of ability within 
a class. In positioning the specific Outcome from each Standard adjacent to each 
other, for example, Standard 1 (Outcome 1.3), followed by Standard 2 (Outcome 
2.3), teachers are ‘reminded’ that students in their class may be operating in 
different Standards of achievement. This is a very visible prompt to teachers to 
plan a sequence of learning activities that takes into account different abilities and 
allows students to demonstrate achievement at an appropriate level. There is 
commonality in the features and functions of each organisational tab in the eCAT 
in terms of how each serves to emphasise differences in students’ abilities. This 
cannot be accidental. Being able to see the Curriculum Standards and 
Accountability Framework ‘vertically’ by Outcomes across year levels 
orchestrates a focus on differentiation of learning, and has the effect of stimulating 
a deliberate change in pedagogical practice. I argue that this reflects a possible 
assumption by sector leaders that teachers do not differentiate well and are not 
using the ‘possibilities’ of the structure of the Curriculum Standards and 
Accountability Framework to improve student learning. 
The ‘Students’ tab (Figure 6.9) allows teachers to allocate students to 
particular learning tasks based on the students’ ability levels as drawn from the 
Review data. Again, this function actively encourages teachers to differentiate 
learning experiences according to knowledge of student achievement.  
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Figure 6.9 Student Grouping in Design (Sector handout, 2008) 
6.5.2. A ‘Backward Design’ Approach to Curriculum Design 
The structure of the eCAT with its explicit emphasis on outcomes informs 
teachers’ curriculum design work. It facilitates a ‘backwards design’ approach 
(McTighe & Thomas, 2003) to curriculum planning, starting from the Learning 
Outcomes students are intended to achieve and then planning activities and 
opportunities to demonstrate achievement of the Outcomes. This intention 
facilitates a change from what may be a more familiar curriculum planning 
sequence of looking at themes, or topic content and then determining which 
outcomes might be addressed in the curriculum plan. The eCAT constructs 
backwards design as the only option in the tool, and therefore positions it 
pedagogically as the ‘best’ option for curriculum programming. Facilitating a 
backwards design approach to curriculum planning is consistent with policy 
discourses and possibilities framed by state and federal policy directions. The 
state Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework frames learning as 
progression along a continuum of age-determined Learning Outcomes. The 
Schools Assistance Act 2004 reinforced outcomes-based curriculum by legislating 
for student reports that demonstrate achievement against outcomes-based 
curriculum frameworks, enabling measurement of achievement and comparative 
assessment and reporting. The structure of the eCAT suggests an intertextuality of 
policy discourses. Sector leaders appear to have taken up the ideological and 
discursive work of state and national policy, privileging outcomes, measurement 
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and assessment to shape teachers’ day/night curriculum planning and assessment 
work. 
6.5.3. Constructing eLearning as Good Teaching 
The curriculum design process as constructed in the eCAT involves 
designing ‘learning items’ to engage students and provide opportunities to 
demonstrate achievement. Figure 6.10 shows that learning, as constructed in the 
functions of the eCAT, prioritises ‘e-learning’ and forms of work that can be 
submitted electronically. This suggests a belief held by the tool’s designers that 
technology enhances learning and represents contemporary teaching and learning 
practice. 
 Folder  
 
Document 
All Learning Items below the folder can be opened 
individually 
All Learning Items grouped under the document can 
be viewed discretely or assembled as a whole (single 
document). 
Task 
Submission 
 
Journal 
 
Discussion 
Teacher programming and planning 
Student submit work electronically to teacher 
(e-learning) 
Student submits ongoing journal to teacher 
(e-learning) 
Students engage in online discussions 
(e-learning) 
Figure 6.10 Creating Learning Items in Design (Sector handout, 2008) 
 At Task level, the functionality of eCAT allows teachers to provide 
instructions to students as either a written text or as an audio text to suit different 
learning styles, again facilitating differentiation in curriculum design and delivery. 
Once instructions are provided, teachers determine the form of the work to be 
submitted by students to demonstrate achievement of the learning intention. This 
work can be submitted to the teacher independently of the tool in any number of 
forms as would be familiar practice to teachers and students, or it can be an online 
submission using one of the options in eCAT, including journals and discussions. 
The journal is generally only shared between the teacher and the student. A more 
transparent and connected form of gathering information about students’ learning 
is available via the online Discussion option. Students can be assigned to different 
discussion groups to encourage greater participation. In keeping with students’ 
familiarity with icons used in ‘texting’ and given the exponential proliferation of 
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mobile devices for social networking taken up by students, there is also the option 
for students to insert a smiley into the discussion. 
In the Design module, teachers can insert and manage electronic content to 
build up a bank of resources to support student learning. The ‘insert’ icon (shown 
on the left in Figure 6.11) is a gift box. 
 
 Figure 6.11 Managing Content in Design (Sector handout, 2008) 
The icon suggests a Pandora’s box of tools and resources that can be 
incorporated into teachers’ curriculum design and pedagogy, a ‘gift’ to students in 
their learning and to teachers in their management capability enabling 
organisation of resources in their curriculum work. Teachers can upload local 
content at school level, but also access online learning resources such as 
Le@rning Federation content 16 . Using an embedded link to the Le@rning 
Federation, teachers can drag and drop learning objects (interactive multimedia 
resources, images, audio, video and themed collections) onto a clipboard, which 
can be attached to a learning item in Design for students to access. In this way, 
students can view a Learning Object if it is attached as a resource to a learning 
item in Design. The Learning Object is not copied into the eCAT but available via 
a hyperlink. The inclusion of this functionality in the eCAT again reiterates an 
expectation by sector leaders that online learning will be part of ‘good’ teachers’ 
practices in engaging students in learning. It represents the increasing availability 
of technology in schools and in students’ homes and consequently an imperative 
for increasing use of technology and online resources in teaching and learning. 
6.6 A BRIDGE BETWEEN POLICY AND DISCOURSE: SUMMARY 
This chapter has described the intended functionality of the eCAT and 
offered analysis of the ‘possibilities’ available to teachers, demonstrating how the 
discourses informing the genesis of an electronic data management system took 
shape in the material actuality of the eCAT. In effect, the eCAT, which sector 
                                                
16 The Le@rning Federation is an online depository of national digital learning resources that 
teachers and students can access as tools for learning. It is part of a network of free digital 
resources available to Australian schools. http://econtent.thelearningfederation.edu.au/ec/p/home 
 
 153 
leaders have designed to be activated by teachers in their work, represents a 
bridge between discourses informing national and state educational policy and the 
actualities of teachers’ work.  
The discursive and ideological work of the eCAT as policy and text is made 
material in functions of the tool that position the transparent measurement and 
tracking of achievement as dominant functions. An emphasis on the elements of 
teachers’ work and students’ learning that can be measured and compared reflects 
a global discourse of managerialism and accountability. Implicit in a tool that 
makes student-learning data visible, is a drive for improvement and an expectation 
that teachers will manage and plan their curriculum and assessment work 
differently to meet the diverse learning needs that will be evident in a class. The 
functionality of the eCAT constructs teachers as curriculum designers, assessors 
and data analysts. It also constructs teachers as computer users who are able to see 
the benefits of integrating ICT into their practice to enhance teaching and 
learning. 
As discussed in Chapter 5, sector leaders stated their intention in designing 
the eCAT to facilitate integration of ICT in teachers’ work. Integration of 
technology is considered to represent contemporary teaching and an effective 
means to engage students in learning opportunities in an ever-expanding 
knowledge community. With the conceptualisation and design of the eCAT, 
sector leaders have constructed the work of teaching and learning in a digital age, 
facilitating electronic management of data related to curriculum and assessment 
and providing a medium for eLearning. In so doing, the message being conveyed 
is that eLearning is good learning, teaching using technology is good teaching and 
teachers should embrace the technologies available in their work to create 
efficiencies in their administration and to engage students in ‘contemporary’ 
learning opportunities.  
Contemporaneously with discussions in the Sector Office about the 
development of software to support teaching and learning, Spring Consulting 
Services produced a report for the federal education department in Australia. The 
report, ‘Australia’s Future Using Information Technology’ summarised the 
‘benefits’ of integrating ICTs in teaching and learning practices, claiming that 
“eLearning could provide substantial gains in effectiveness, quality and cost 
 154 
benefits” (Spring, 2004, p. 37). The report highlighted five particular benefits of 
ICTs including interactive learning between students and teachers, independent 
learning, networked learning, organisational learning through online learning 
communities and finally managed learning. It also suggested that electronic 
‘learning management systems’ would enable teachers to provide individualised, 
differentiated curriculum (Spring, 2004). This is the discursive context in which 
the eCAT was designed and developed. 
As a tool to manage data and track student achievement, the eCAT is 
essentially one such learning management system actively organising teachers’ 
work around curriculum and directing teachers to differentiate learning 
opportunities to meet the learning needs of each student. The discourse prevailing 
on the ‘benefits’ of ICT in teaching and learning has clearly been taken up by 
sector leaders in the design of the eCAT and how teachers’ work in the 21st 
century is being constructed around its use. The types of learning considered to be 
beneficial by Spring (2004) are facilitated to greater or lesser degrees in the 
functionality of the eCAT, with teachers enabling students to engage in 
interactive, networked online discussions, interactive learning tools and managed 
learning. This represents a significant change in teachers’ work. It increasingly 
moves teachers’ work out of the traditional confines of the classroom and 
presumes a competency with ICT that shapes professional learning directions. 
This chapter has demonstrated how sector leaders took up and made 
material in the construction of the eCAT text-mediated discourses carrying 
ideologies about teaching and learning. The functionality of the eCAT has framed 
‘possibilities’ for teachers’ work related to assessment, outcomes, accountability 
and the integration of ICT to drive the government’s school improvement agenda. 
As a material object, the eCAT is a bridge between teachers’ work and discourses 
informing educational policy. The extent to which teachers in trialling the eCAT 
crossed this bridge will be discussed in Chapter 8. Before that, however, this 
thesis now turns to description and analysis of teachers’ day/night work in my site 
of work. 
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Chapter 7:  Situated Actuality of Teachers’ Work 
7.1 INTRODUCTION 
If you are a teacher worth your salt you’re doing all the right things anyway. 
(Ruth, Focus Group, 2008) 
The aim of this chapter is to explore through the lens of institutional 
ethnography the actualities of teachers’ work from their standpoint as subjects, 
placing “‘teachers voices’ at the centre of the research action” (Goodson, 2008, p. 
6). Goodson argues the need to analyse teachers’ lives and work in a counter 
cultural way “which will resist the tendency common in research studies to leave 
teachers ‘in the shadows’” (Goodson, 2008, p. 6).  
Smith’s conception of ‘work’ in institutional ethnography is ‘generous’ and 
extends the concept of work to include:  
Anything done by people that takes time and effort, that they mean to do, 
that is done under definite conditions and with whatever means and tools, 
and that they may have to think about. It means much more than what is 
done on the job. (2005, pp. 151-152)  
This conception of work does not make a distinction between paid and 
unpaid work. It sees work as intentional and “keeps you in touch with what people 
need to do their work as well as what they are doing” (Smith, 2005, p. 154). 
Further, institutional ethnography draws on informants’ ‘experiential knowledge’ 
of their work. According to Smith, “when people are speaking of what they do as 
work, they also include how they think about it, how they plan, and how they 
feel” (p. 155). In this way informants’ subjectivities are integral to institutional 
ethnography, and to this study of teachers’ work in the everyday/everynight 
world. 
Schools are workplaces and teaching is a form of work (Smyth, 2001, p. 4). 
Much has been written about teachers’ work in times of change (Apple 2005; 
Goodson, 2008; Hargreaves, 1994; Hattam et al., 1997). Chapter 3 discussed the 
literature related to the intensification of teachers’ work, the politics of teachers’ 
work and the effects of globalisation on education reform. However, little research 
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gives primacy to describing the lived, embodied day/night experience of teachers’ 
work. Smith argues that “the embodied knower begins in her experience” and thus 
research from subjects’ standpoint “begins in the local actualities of people’s 
lives” (2005, pp. 24-25). Smith’s conception of embodiment sees the body as:  
A site of consciousness, mind, thought, subjectivity, and agency in particular 
people’s doings. By pulling mind back into body, phenomena of mind and 
discourse – ideology, beliefs, concepts, theory, ideas and so on – are 
recognised as themselves the doings of actual people situated in particular 
local sites at particular times. (2005, p. 25)  
From the standpoint of teachers, therefore, from their embodied ‘knowing’, 
is an opportunity to ask, what is teachers’ work? What happens within the 
classroom and beyond the confines and timetabled hours of work within 
classroom walls and school buildings that constitutes teachers’ work?  
This chapter presents the results and analysis of investigation into teachers’ 
day/night work as teachers at Seven Hills College experienced it. The chapter 
draws on interviews and focus group transcripts from 2008 to 2009 to describe 
teachers’ everyday work. Teachers were invited to talk about their work as it 
unfolds on a daily basis. However, the semi-structured interviews also aimed to 
draw out description of individuals’ practices related to planning and assessing 
curriculum. Located in the study as both researcher and practitioner, I also draw 
on my own journal as a source of data on teachers’ work.  
The description of teachers’ work in this chapter is organised to develop key 
arguments from the findings of this study. What I sought to understand in 
interviewing teachers about their work was how their work is organised and 
coordinated to happen as it does. From descriptions of how work is done and what 
work is done, I sought to trace the texts and ruling relations influencing teachers’ 
work. I also aimed to form a sense of the multi-dimensional nature of teachers’ 
work to build a construction of teaching and teachers’ work from how it is shaped 
by the discourses available and possibilities open to teachers. What emerges is a 
picture of continuity and change, but mostly change. It is a context in which 
teachers’ work is becoming harder and the days are becoming longer, one where 
teachers’ work truly is day/night work. What also are made visible are the 
structures, discourses and texts that are contributing to the construction of what I 
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argue is a new normativity of a ‘teacher doing all the right things’, a normativity 
arising out of policies and discourses that have come together in this instance of 
inquiry, but may have wider impact beyond my site of study. 
This chapter presents a rich description of teachers’ work and demonstrates 
how traces of particular policies emerged for analysis in Chapter 4. As implied in 
Ruth’s observation cited at the opening of this chapter, teachers at Seven Hills 
College share some common practices and understandings about planning 
curriculum, teaching and assessment that are generally understood to represent 
good practice and constitute a ‘teacher worth their salt’. I show here how these 
practices and understandings have largely been shaped by dominant policy 
discourses available to teachers that have organised elements of teachers’ work 
and constituted particular teacher subjectivities. In this chapter I argue that the 
‘right things’ that ‘good’ teachers should do has become a commonplace 
philosophy of apparently self-evident truths (van Dijk, 2001) that is informed by 
discourses creating a new normativity of what constitutes teachers’ work.  
7.1.1. Teacher Participants 
As outlined in section 2.4, ten teachers contributed to generating the data on 
teachers’ work that is discussed in this chapter. Their roles in the school, and the 
nature of their contributions to the data on teachers’ work, were outlined in Table 
2.1. Four teachers, including myself, were involved in the first stage of the 
research and trial of the eCAT, but one member of this group withdrew at the end 
of the first year. A further six teachers elected to join the pilot after its first year 
and contributed to the research in semi-structured interviews and/or in a focus 
group. Data from these participants reveals a complex picture of activities and 
responsibilities that make up teachers’ day/night work at Seven Hills College.  
7.1.2. Making Teachers’ Invisible Work Visible 
In this section I demonstrate that teachers’ work extends beyond the 
boundaries of the classroom and the physical and cognitive work of actual 
teaching. It is a complex and emotive blend of dealing with the sometimes 
competing discourses of caring, teaching and administrative work (see Blackmore 
2011; Kerr, 2006; O’Connor, 2006), much of which happens in the shadows, not 
always visible to those outside of the teaching profession as popular media reports 
indicate. The intention of this chapter is to make the invisible work of teachers 
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visible and provide avenues for analysing what the data means in the context of 
discourses shaping teachers’ work. 
Concepts of work and time are integral to institutional ethnography. As 
Smith writes, “the notion of work directs us to its anchorage in material conditions 
and means that it is done in ‘real time’ – all of which are consequential for how 
the individual can proceed” (1987, p. 165). Time spent planning, programming, 
assessing and reporting, outside of the actualities of teaching students, has become 
ordinary work for teachers. It is work that reaches into personal time in a 
ubiquitous way that is not often visible to those outside teaching. McCoy (2006) 
argues that ‘work’ is an ‘empirically empty term’. She writes that: 
Its value lies in directing analytic attention to the practical activities of 
everyday life in a way that begins to make visible how those activities gear 
into, are called out by, shape and are shaped by, extended translocal relations 
of large-scale coordination. (2006, pp. 110-111) 
Work “involves the interwoven acts of thinking, reading and interpreting 
that activate those work efforts” (Eveline, Bacchi & Binns, 2009, p. 204) and this 
conceptual understanding of work is central to this exploration of teachers’ work 
and the discourses that shape it. The description in this chapter of teachers’ 
embodied work at Seven Hills College goes some way towards meeting the 
challenge of capturing what Smyth refers to as the “diversity, richness and 
uniqueness of what is happening in teachers’ work” (2001, p. 4).  
7.2 BELLS AND WHISTLES ORGANISING TEACHERS’ WORK  
Teachers’ work is complex; it is also organised to happen as it does. Whilst 
teachers have agency in some aspects of their work, in many ways teachers’ work 
is orchestrated by imposed structures designed to coordinate how their work 
connects and interacts with others. The purpose of this section is to give an 
overview of the structures, bells and whistles that coordinate teachers’ work, and 
to highlight its multidimensional nature. This overview is constructed from the 
accounts of teachers, and is drawn also from my own experiences and 
observations as they were written in my research journal. I will draw on extended 
quotes from a range of data in this section in order to demonstrate the intensity 
and complexity in the continuous flow of activity comprising teachers’ work. 
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The diversity and complexity of one teacher’s teaching and caring work is 
evident in the following description by Julie, an Early Years’ teacher:  
This morning I must have got here a little bit later than normal. At quarter to 
eight I think we arrived. Normally I check my emails on the computer. I 
check my daily planner because I’m a morning person so after school I tend 
to make sure my marking is up to date or if I want to display something. So 
even though I’ve planned my week, my morning’s when I get everything 
ready. I can’t remember what we did today, oh our writing activities so I 
made sure the swimming books had been marked and the photos were stuck 
in so we were ready to go with that. I organised a spelling activity for my 
lions and elephants17, as they were going to cut and paste some words today. 
Then the maths activity was a measurement activity so I did a task card for 
that. I went and photocopied. I try and touch base with a few people in the 
morning so I go and have my coffee and had a talk to [the Deputy Principal] 
about something and [Coordinator of Junior School] and once the day starts 
I’m one on one with the kids all day basically. Listening to reading anytime 
the kids are working quietly, and then rotating around as new Receptions 
have only been here seven weeks and ten minutes is probably their 
maximum without someone’s hand going up and wanting some help. We did 
our recount writing in our spelling books so lots of them want me to sit with 
them and help them sound out so that takes a bit of time so a lot of one on 
one there. And it’s sort of like that all day really. (Interview, 2009) 
Checking, marking, organising, making activities, photocopying, talking, 
listening, rotating around; this work paints a picture of busyness and complexity 
on many levels as Julie moves between the more mundane task of photocopying 
to the cognitively and physically demanding tasks of planning and actively 
engaging and supporting students in an appropriately challenging educational 
program. The prevalence of action verbs in Julie’s description of her work gives 
the impression of continual movement and activity. Within the busyness of that 
particular day, Julie used her non-teaching lesson to again meet with the 
Coordinator of Junior School and Deputy Principal, a meeting that resumed after 
students had left for the day. She also followed up on a referee check request 
during her morning break, supervised bus duty after school and then gave time to 
                                                
17 Julie organises her composite Reception and Year 1 class into groups for literacy activities such 
as spelling and names each group after an easily identifiable animal. 
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my interview to talk about her work. Had Julie not been participating in the 
research interview she would have been “displaying work at the moment and I’d 
be hanging things up. While I was waiting I first finished off marking their maths 
books” (Interview, 2009). 
The nature of Julie’s day is supported by my observation of teachers’ work 
at Seven Hills College, enhanced by the proximity of my office to teachers’ 
workspaces during the time I was Assistant Principal responsible for curriculum. 
My office was positioned within a larger room occupied by teachers of English, 
IT, SOSE and Music so I was able to witness firsthand a similar pre-eight o’clock 
start for most teachers, the time spent on the telephone with parents during non-
teaching time and the work of curriculum planning, marking and moderation that 
occurred at the end of a teaching day. My journal notes contribute to a general 
description of the daily work of teaching, specifically the aspects of teachers’ 
work that go beyond the actualities of teaching in the classroom and managing 
students’ learning:  
Most of the teachers in this workspace arrive at school before eight o’clock. 
Some then have a yard duty before school. Twice a week before school starts 
we are required to attend Staff Prayer. All of the teachers in my shared 
workspace are Homeroom teachers. This involves taking the roll in the 
morning and meeting with the same students at three o’clock on a daily basis 
to take another roll. Homeroom teachers are required to make contact with 
parents of all students in their Homeroom during the first few weeks of the 
school year. Through use of the school diary, parents and Homeroom 
teachers make regular communication about issues arising both at home and 
at school. This may often necessitate a phone call home, or meetings with 
parents at times other than the formal parent teacher interviews. A 
Homeroom teacher also has a responsibility for delivering a pastoral care 
program. This year on the timetable, two lessons per week have been 
designated for pastoral care. Teachers are required to deliver the pastoral 
care program with a focus on resilience, personal development and so on, 
which often falls outside a teacher’s area of expertise. These two lessons are 
also allocated for assemblies, [religious observances] and also on rotation are 
used for House activities, which again are run by Homeroom teachers and 
Year Level Coordinators. It is not uncommon for a teacher to have a seven-
lesson day and also be required to complete a yard duty at recess or lunch. 
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At the end of the day teachers may then be required to attend a staff meeting. 
Our meeting schedule makes provision for two staff or team meetings per 
week. Twice per term, one of these meetings is allocated to a Reception to 
Year 12 full staff meeting. The remainder of the schedule is allocated to 
team meetings, whether they are in specific Learning Areas or in the Junior 
School for Standard teams18. Given that some teachers in the middle and 
senior school cross more than one curriculum area, this can result in some 
teachers attending staff meetings twice a week every week. Some attend 
more outside the designated schedule. (Journal, 2009) 
This is a lengthy extract but provides a good overview of some elements of 
teachers’ work and the competing demands on teachers’ time at Seven Hills 
College that are in many ways invisible to students and parents. It also highlights 
some of the structures that define teachers’ work: bells, timetables and meeting 
schedules that operate to organise day-to-day work. Staff meetings are not new 
work for teachers. However, the team meetings referred to here are organised 
around the ‘Standards’ in the Curriculum Standards and Accountability 
Framework. This policy document shapes teachers’ curriculum work, but also the 
way collaboration is orchestrated for teachers using this policy text in their work. 
In addition to the ‘normal’ expectations of a teachers’ day, Christine (coordinator 
in the middle years) highlights the additional demands on teachers, “the extra 
involvement… like Arts at Twilight evenings, music evenings, fundraising, 
activities; those sorts of things are starting to impact more and to be part of 
community you need to be involved in those’ (Interview, 2009). Such activities 
are within the requirements of the union and sector negotiated enterprise 
agreement governing working conditions of teachers in our non-government 
sector school. This agreement, negotiated every three years, specifies required 
hours of ‘other professional activities’ and ‘curriculum extension activities’ 
involving teachers in multiple activities out of normal hours that reach into 
evenings and weekends. 
                                                
18 In the Junior School team meetings were organised according to the Standards in the state-
preferred curriculum framework. Standards denote the age-related bands in the curriculum that 
specify the achievement that students should be able to demonstrate at various intervals in their 
schooling. Standard 1, for example, included Reception to Year 2 and consequently these teachers 
met as a Standard team. Standard 2 meetings included teachers from Years 3 and 4 and Standard 3 
meetings involved teachers from Years 5 and 6. 
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Both of these descriptive accounts of teachers’ work, one about a specific 
day and one about general structures organising teachers’ activities at Seven Hills 
College, indicate that teachers’ work is multidimensional and dynamic (Valli & 
Buese, 2007). It involves the daily preparation for and engagement with students 
in the business of teaching and learning, supervisory responsibilities organised by 
rosters, communication with parents and colleagues through various modes 
(phone calls, conversations, meetings, emails, diary notes) and meetings for 
planning or professional learning, as well as an increasing range of extra-
curricular activities, all of which is “organised to coordinate in some way with the 
work of others similarly defined” (Smith, 2002, p. 46). Timetables, meeting 
schedules and rosters are some of the texts that coordinate teachers’ work 
temporally and spatially. It is work that my colleagues and I have come to take for 
granted as typical, documented in schedules and agreements and representative of 
work intensification.  
Other texts informing teachers’ work and how it interacts with others – such 
as colleagues, parents and students – became apparent when teachers talked about 
their work related to curriculum planning, assessment and reporting of student 
achievement. What emerged were the dominant texts and discourses analysed in 
Chapter 4: the state-preferred Curriculum Standards and Accountability 
Framework, the Schools Assistance Act 2004 and a sector-issued Compliance 
Manual. The next section of this chapter will discuss how these texts became 
available for scrutiny through teachers’ descriptions of their work. 
7.3 TEXT-MEDIATED WORK – TRACING THE TEXTS IN 
TEACHERS’ WORK 
The purpose of this section is to show how traces of the key policy texts that 
mediate and shape teachers’ work were revealed, either implicitly or explicitly in 
teachers’ interviews, and to demonstrate how they organise teachers’ work and 
enable particular subjectivities for teachers. 
7.3.1. Teachers as Planners and Collaborators 
Here I aim to show how the implementation of a new curriculum framework 
has created new work for teachers and new subjectivities as planners and 
collaborators in order to manage the work generated by a curriculum policy. Julie 
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noted that when she returned to teaching in 2003, “the Curriculum Framework 
was in, so I guess since I’ve been back at work from [having] children it’s been 
the Framework the whole time” (Interview, 2009).  
In her interview, Julie repeatedly talked of planning as a core component of 
her work. “After school I’m on the computer non-stop, planning, planning the 
next day, planning, researching, communicating. If I focus on the students that’s 
my first priority and then the other things I’ll do after school” (Interview, 2009). 
Julie appears to make a distinction between work that focuses on students and 
‘other things’ that are necessary but pushed outside the timetabled busyness of 
Julie’s working day at school. Julie identified the policy document shaping her 
curriculum planning work: 
I use the Curriculum Framework document when I’m planning. The 
curriculum is so full that I try and make sure when I’m planning a term’s 
work that if we are doing a topic on mini beasts that I’ll link report writing 
with that, so writing, report writing and recount writing can link in straight 
away with the science topic I’m doing so I try to integrate. If we’re doing 
fractions I might incorporate cooking or procedure so it all goes together. 
Otherwise there is no way I’d be able to cope with the whole curriculum. 
(Interview, 2009) 
Integrating outcomes from different Learning Areas and enabling students 
to transfer learning is an effect of Julie’s curriculum planning and delivery. 
However, Julie’s emphasis is on a pragmatic strategy for managing what she 
perceives as a congested curriculum, a concept that is anecdotally accepted but on 
which little if any research is available (see Luke, Woods & Weir, 2012). For 
Julie, much of this planning occurs outside of the traditional working day, after 
school and “on a Sunday because that’s just something I’m used to doing” 
(Interview, 2009).  
Angela, who mostly teaches Year 8, also describes how her planning work 
reaches into her home and her personal time, although generously she does not 
consider planning as ‘work’: 
After school I stay here most nights ‘til five or six o’clock, but I enjoy it; it’s 
not work. The planning part is the part that I love. [I plan] weekends, on 
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Saturday or Sunday, [and on] weeknights. The marking time is reduced by 
the amount of planning time that I spend. (Interview, 2009) 
Like Julie, there is an element of pragmatism in Angela’s focus on planning 
as, for her, it ultimately reduces time spent marking and time is a valuable 
commodity. Of particular note here is Angela’s assertion that time spent on 
planning activities is ‘not work’ as she enjoys it. Seemingly, elements of her work 
that allow room for creativity and are more directly associated with actively 
teaching and engaging students in the classroom are energising for Angela. Ruth, 
who is a secondary teacher of English, supports this implication that some 
elements of teachers’ work are more enjoyable than others. “When teachers are 
given time for planning and they plan, they just blossom; they come to life” (Ruth, 
Focus Group, 2008). Smith’s conception of unpaid and often invisible work is 
important here as much of this planning work occurs outside of what is actually 
‘seen’ to happen but it is nevertheless activity that sustains institutional aims and 
practices (Smith, 2006). 
Christine, a teacher in the middle years, constructs her work as “complex, 
busy, rewarding, very multi-faceted; there’s just so many components to it so you 
need to be multi-tasked and be able to focus on different things at different times” 
(Interview, 2009). Within this complexity, Christine highlights “all the planning 
and checking (so) you’ve got relevant work to give to the children that’s 
contextualised” (Interview, 2009). Christine collaborates with her colleague Carol, 
on curriculum planning. Carol comments:  
Curriculum is planned using the state-preferred Curriculum Standards and 
Accountability Framework and the Companion Documents. These are more 
helpful than the Framework itself as they show what students could be 
doing, strategies and pedagogies to meet different outcomes. They spell out 
assessment and are related to performance standards so give an idea of what 
is expected at a year level, i.e. a C and if students are performing at a 
different level that would be a B or A and if below for a year level that 
would be a D and so on. (Interview, 2009) 
A series of Companion Documents for each Learning Area in the state 
Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework were developed by the 
Department of Education in the state to “promote consistency of curriculum 
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within and across schools…to support teachers to engage further with the 
…Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework and work towards 
maximising students’ achievement” (DECS, 2004). These, together with the 
Framework itself, are documents identified by teachers as texts informing their 
work. The Companion Documents are not individually analysed in this study, as 
they are many and supplementary to the overall Curriculum Standards and 
Accountability Framework. It is the latter document that acts as what Smith terms 
a ‘boss text’ to exert power and shape the activities of those who enact them 
across institutional settings (Smith, 2005). As the curriculum policy enacted at 
Seven Hills College, and in many non-government and public schools across the 
state, it would be reasonable to contend that, as a text, it organises the work of 
thousands of teachers trans-locally. 
Christine and Carol’s curriculum planning work mostly occurs 
collaboratively outside of school time, as indicated by Christine’s use of a plural 
pronoun, making it necessary to acknowledge and count together the day/night 
work involved in teaching:  
On weekends, always, we get together. We do most of our programming at 
the end of the term before the next term starts. We’ve got a general overview 
of what we want to do over the year … but then we do our specific planning 
and we normally do that over a couple of weekends before the term finishes 
and we spend Friday night, Saturday and often Sunday. (Interview, 2009) 
Collaboration in curriculum planning is not confined to Christine and Carol. 
Julie describes similar practices in the Early Years team at Seven Hills College: 
We do our overviews as a team and then we share out different parts of the 
curriculum with our overview of the term and then we do individual 
planning for our actual day-to-day running of the class. The sharing, I’ve 
always tried to do that. I think content needs to be similar, particularly when 
we’re reporting A-E we need to make sure that we’re covering the same 
things in a term if we’re looking at putting outcomes in the report and make 
sure that’s consistent. I like the sharing because some people have a real 
strength in Science, which is not my strength … so I think it’s a really great 
way of making the most of the teaching staff. (Interview, 2009) 
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References to ‘planning’ appear numerous times in interviews with teachers. 
The need to develop teaching programs around an outcomes-based framework 
means there is plenty of juggling of content, outcomes and learning activities to be 
managed. This suggests a particular ‘subjectivity’ in teachers’ work, the teacher as 
a planner. Whilst developing teaching programs is a necessary part of teachers’ 
work, the enactment of a detailed, outcomes-based curriculum framework with its 
associated accountability requiring teachers to demonstrate that outcomes have 
been covered, has increased the emphasis on planning in teachers’ work. It has 
also resulted in new planning practices; planning is often done collaboratively in 
teams and after school hours, sometimes with colleagues in teachers’ homes. Paul, 
a primary teacher, talking about the focus in his work concurs that “planning and 
organisation are the two main ones and that’s been something I’ve really had to 
work on a lot in the last two years, is forcing myself to sit down and record 
everything” (Interview, 2009). Similarly David, a teacher of Science and 
Mathematics in the Middle Years, identifies as core components of his work 
“planning, delivering, marking, assessment” (Interview, 2009). 
Curriculum planning work then is shaped by a state-preferred Curriculum 
Standards and Accountability Framework and associated Companion Documents 
designed to influence how teachers design and deliver curriculum. This work is 
organised around age-related curriculum bands and achievement Standards as 
described in Chapter 4. The organisation of the Curriculum Framework in this 
way influences what teachers can teach and the measures, or outcomes, by which 
achievement should be assessed. The ‘activation’ of this curriculum policy text is 
therefore re-organising teachers’ work, and also simultaneously operating to 
organise students’ learning. As a result, a new normativity of the ‘ideal’ teacher 
has developed around the subjectivities of teachers as planners and collaborators. 
Teachers in this study appear to spend a great deal of time activating a subjectivity 
of teacher as curriculum planner. The intense volume of planning work generated 
by the prescribed Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework has also, 
of necessity, created a subjectivity of the teacher as collaborator and pushed this 
planning work for most teachers beyond the boundaries of a ‘normal’ working 
day. In collaborating, teachers are creating ‘efficiencies’ in their work; 
efficiencies that are deemed desirable by sector leaders who conceived that an 
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electronic curriculum and assessment tool would encourage collaboration and 
provide a solution to the problem of intensification of teachers’ work generated by 
the Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework. 
7.3.2. Checking, Checking, Checking 
Teachers strongly link planning, assessment, and reporting in talking about 
their work. Curriculum design is not merely creative planning work to engage 
students in learning; it is also, and arguably more dominant given the structure of 
the Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework, work to enable 
measurement of student achievement against specific outcomes and standardised 
benchmarks represented by the curriculum Standards. Curriculum planning aims 
to ensure that activities designed to meet the Outcomes are engaging and allow 
multiple points of entry to enable students to experience success. However, the 
focus is on the ‘end result’ and being able to demonstrate that teachers’ planning 
work has been completed comprehensively and in a way that can ultimately be 
measured in the assessment of student learning outcomes. 
Julie places great emphasis on outcomes-based learning and assessment in 
her work of teaching, and ‘checking’ is a dominant theme in her description of 
this work, Julie is: 
Always relating back to the outcomes so not just setting the outcomes at the 
beginning of a unit and thinking that’s what was set and forgetting about it. 
Checking those outcomes. Checking that the activities that are planned are 
meeting the outcomes and really checking the students and how they are 
progressing along those outcomes. (Interview, 2009) 
This almost compulsive and repeated ‘checking’ activity is also evident in 
Christine’s reference to “checking that all the outcomes within the curriculum are 
covered in the year” (Interview, 2009). The emphasis on outcomes and checking 
in teachers’ descriptions of their work suggests increased levels of accountability 
associated with curriculum design and assessment, and even a fear of getting it 
wrong associated with the pressures of performativity. The collaboration 
mentioned by Julie, to ensure that outcomes are addressed consistently in order to 
report on them, may be to share the workload, but equally possible is the need to 
seek reassurance that a similar interpretation and activation of curriculum 
documents is being carried out.  
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The theme of checking – checking emails, checking planning, as well as 
checking student progress against agreed criteria – suggests that the 
implementation of an outcomes-based Curriculum Standards and Accountability 
Framework and subsequent reporting specifications, have perhaps eroded 
teachers’ confidence in their ability to judge progress and achievement without 
constant reference to outcomes coordinating their work and collaboration with 
colleagues through moderation activities to ensure consistency of teacher 
judgement. To assist in reporting student achievement, Julie works in 
collaboration with the team of teachers at Reception and Year 1 to create “a 
moderating checklist that we use for our A-E reporting. We have the skills listed 
for what an E would look like, so the very early skills all the way down to what an 
A would look like” (Interview, 2009).  
Data from teachers’ interviews suggests a shift in emphasis from planning 
curriculum for students’ enjoyment and engagement, to ensuring that every 
activity is linked to a measurable and recordable outcome in the Curriculum 
Standards and Accountability Framework. Teachers also suggest that assessment 
is closely aligned to the ‘accountable’ work of reporting achievement. In talking 
about reporting, teachers highlight traces of other texts operating to shape their 
practices, specifically those discussed in Chapter 4: federal legislation and state 
interpretive documents shaping reporting practices. 
7.3.3. Changes to Reporting: Texts and Tensions 
Aligned with assessment practice is the requirement to report student 
achievement to parents. For Julie, the focus is “my students, their self-esteem, 
their confidence. We need to start there and build relationships and then obviously 
helping them to reach their full potential” (Interview, 2009). Julie feels discomfort 
in using A-E grades to report achievement against age related criteria rather than 
recording student progress against individual starting points. The legislated 
requirement to measure, record, report and, in effect, label children from the age 
of 5 causes Julie tension in her work, and competes with the ‘caring’ focus of her 
work in developing students’ abilities and self-esteem. Julie states: 
Giving a Year 1 a D is a huge negative; actually having to grade Year 1, but 
I think parents have dealt with it a lot better than we’ve given them credit for 
too. So far I haven’t had a parent who is thinking that the D is everything 
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their child is. It’s one aspect of what your child’s doing at school but let’s 
look at all the great things. (Interview, 2009) 
Julie does not specifically mention the Schools Assistance Act 2004 in her 
reference to grading students in reports. Neither does Angela who noted “the way 
we report changed” (Interview, 2009), but her description does elaborate on how 
intertextuality in the discourse of the state Curriculum Standards and 
Accountability Framework and federal legislation governing reports subsequently 
changed and re-organised her reporting practices. Angela commented: 
We had to report on the specific outcomes. I had one year when we first did 
that and I had to tick a box saying how well a student in my class had 
achieved that particular outcome. I looked at my assignments and I couldn’t 
work out which of my assignments assessed that specific outcome and I felt 
like I was making up the report and I was just putting their overall grade 
rather than being the grade they got for that particular outcome. I could see 
that it wasn’t working what I was doing and I was really stressed out. 
(Interview, 2009) 
Whilst not identifying the policy text mediating her practice, Angela hints at 
the ruling relations at work in compelling a particular reading of assessment and 
reporting policy in the modality of ‘we had to’. Angela is aware of a ‘direction’ to 
report in a particular way and there is evidence that this challenges her in some 
respects. The pressure to conform to what is ‘expected’, to tick boxes, caused 
stress when she perceived that it resulted in a need to change her assessment 
practices. There is also an indication of control and organisation of these 
components of teachers’ work in David’s description of his assessment and 
reporting practice. However, David also experiences tension in what he sees as 
teacher agency in mediating the effects of A-E grading, an effect perhaps of 
competing discourses of assessment and accountability and a more pastoral 
approach to assessment. 
David: [If] you’ve got a really academic class you can set quite a high test 
but if you give that to another class they might really struggle and I 
suspect [when] some teachers have got a really hard class that are 
not academic they give them really easy questions so they all get 
Cs. I think we need to look at that as a school and put some 
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benchmarks in place and do what you’ve been doing in the later 
years and look at the progress that the kids are making. 
Sandra:  It’s interesting that you mention that magic C. How does grading 
factor into your assessment practice?  
David:  We use the A, B, C and relate it to Satisfactory for a C, B Good, 
then Excellent, and below is Unsatisfactory. 
Sandra:  So that’s from the reporting guidelines? 
David:  Yes and I tend to use that in the lessons as well so that when the 
kids get the reports, and the parents, they are going to know what 
that means. I think one of the difficult things here as well is that 
most kids are expected to get a C and an A is probably not 
achievable for a lot of people based on what we’re being told to 
use it as. (Interview, 2009) 
Ruling relations are again implied here related to assessment and reporting 
practices, and the reference to “what we’re being told to use it as” hints at 
coordination of David’s assessment actions. David’s interview data also gives 
insight into the interpretive activities undertaken by policy actors involved in 
policy enactment in local sites and the possibilities for teacher agency to mediate 
policy that causes competing tensions in their work (Ball et al., 2011; Ball, 2012). 
The Schools Assistance Act 2004, which was reinforced by sector leaders in the 
distribution of Interpretive Guidelines to Reporting as part of a Compliance 
Manual, requires teachers to use A-E grades (or equivalent descriptors in the 
primary years) to grade student achievement against Outcomes in the state 
Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework. This has evidently caused 
tension for teachers as discourses of caring and counting (Kerr, 2006) are 
competing for attention. 
Using grades to assess and report achievement to parents is not new. What 
is new, as indicated by teachers in the interview data, is that A-E grades are used 
as a measure of achievement against particular age-related performance Standards 
and Outcomes. This in effect serves to label or classify students as ‘below 
average’, as underachievers or poor performers. Students may be making good 
progress from their individual starting point, but allocating an A-E grade to 
students according to bureaucratically defined achievement boundaries is 
activating measures of labelling and sorting. Identifying difficulties in learning by 
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grading achievement may be intended to spark intervention and ‘normalise’ 
(Foucault, 1992) the student population but in effect it maintains students’ social 
position, creating a particular ‘truth’ about them, and also asserts the power of 
those perpetuating a classification of students by ability.  
7.3.4. Texts and Ruling Relations Organising Teachers and Students 
The purpose of section 7.3 has been to show how the texts operating to 
organise teachers’ curriculum, planning and assessment work emerged in teachers 
talking about what they do and why work is done this way. The links between 
these three increasingly dominant aspects of teachers’ work are explicit in Paul’s 
description of the process of planning, assessment and reporting: 
Initially I start with the Curriculum Standards and Accountability 
Framework requirements, so OK what is it that they need to show evidence 
of learning and then I gather all of that together and go, OK, how do I sieve 
it into appropriate levels of achievement and then that’s taken from a 
reporting point of view. (Interview, 2009) 
As previously demonstrated, the state Curriculum Standards and 
Accountability Framework is one of the texts coordinating teachers’ work, 
creating a normativity of student achievement around which teachers plan 
curriculum. It is a policy text that serves to perpetuate classification of the student 
population, as does the Schools Assistance Act 2004, which became part of a 
policy ensemble including a sector issued Compliance Manual distributed to 
schools in 2006. Within this Compliance Manual, an Interpretive Guide was 
intended to achieve standardised enactment of the reporting requirements of the 
Schools Assistance Act 2004, ensuring common understanding of what A-E 
grades represent. In my conversation with David about tests and students 
achieving C grades, this interpretation appears to be understood by both of us, 
suggesting that the discursive work of the policy texts has been effective, as we 
both understand “what we’re being told to use it as” (Interview, 2009). 
Policy as process involves “text production, distribution and consumption” 
and “the interpretation of texts is a dialectical process resulting from the interface 
of the variable interpretive resources people bring to bear on the text, and 
properties of the text itself” (Fairclough, 1995, p. 9). Sector personnel, in 
producing a Compliance Manual and distributing the aptly named Interpretive 
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Guide, have done mediating interpretive work around the Schools Assistance Act. 
Inherent in the distribution of the Compliance Manual are ruling structures 
designed to narrow possibilities of interpretation by teachers in fulfilling federal 
reporting requirements in relation to the state Curriculum Standards and 
Accountability Framework. However, that teachers have agency as ‘policy 
actors’, and are also involved in an active process of policy consumption, 
interpretation and enactment (Ball, 2012), is suggested in David’s implication that 
levels of achievement are not being applied consistently to measure student 
progress in the middle years in the same way as in the senior or ‘later’ years19 and 
that teachers are mediating their practices so that students “all get C’s”. David’s 
observation hints at some mediation by teachers of the effects of the policy. This 
may be due to a concern amongst teachers that they will be held accountable if 
students are not seen to be meeting outcome specific benchmarks of average 
achievement, reducing the likelihood of challenge either from colleagues, 
leadership, parents or students. I will return to this later, in more detailed 
discussion of assessment practices and the pressures of performativity reportedly 
felt by teachers as a result of enacting policy texts.  
This section has shown how teachers revealed traces of policy texts and 
ruling relations organising their work, providing avenues for textual analysis of 
how institutional discourses and practices are activated in teachers’ work. It has 
also begun to describe teachers’ curriculum planning, assessment and reporting 
work and provided evidence to support the view that particular subjectivities in 
teaching, teachers as planners and collaborators, have resulted from teachers’ 
enactment of key texts organising their work. However, much more attention 
needs to be given to curriculum design and assessment to discuss how this work 
reflects dominant discourses being taken up in teachers’ work, discourses that are 
actively bringing about a change or re-organisation of teachers’ work. 
                                                
19 In the state in which Seven Hills College is situated, students’ achievement of the school 
leavers’ certificate of education is measured according to A-E graded Performance Standards 
specified for each subject. Teachers’ assessment in compulsory subjects in the first stage of the 
certificate (Numeracy, Literacy and a Personal Learning Plan) and in all subjects in the second 
stage of the school certificate is submitted to the Board regulating the certificate for moderation 
purposes to ensure consistency in interpretation and application of the Performance Standards. 
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7.4 A SHIFT IN PRACTICE: OUTCOMES-BASED CURRICULUM AND 
ASSESSMENT 
This section of the chapter seeks to describe more specifically teachers’ 
work at Seven Hills College as it relates to curriculum and assessment. What 
emerges is a narrative of change as teachers map new practices onto existing 
pedagogies.  
Teachers’ emphasis on outcomes-based learning and assessment, together 
with constant ‘checking’ of coverage and achievement of outcomes, are dominant 
themes that emerge in interview data about teachers’ work. Starting with the end 
in mind, the need for students to demonstrate achievement against specified 
learning outcomes appears to be changing the way the work of curriculum 
programming and assessment is organised and activated. This may be largely 
attributed to the way the state-preferred Curriculum Standards and Accountability 
Framework is structured around Learning Outcomes in multiple Learning Areas.  
In talking about her curriculum programming, Julie provides an indication 
that she adopts a practice of ‘backwards design’ (McTighe & Thomas, 2003; 
Wiggins & McTighe 2005), starting with the outcomes that she wants students to 
achieve and then planning a pathway of activities and assessment tasks to 
demonstrate achievement of the outcomes. Julie stated: 
I think about the outcomes and what my assessment task at the end is going 
to be so I like to start like that and then I think what scaffolding I need, what 
mini little tasks along the way do I need to plan to give the children 
opportunity to meet that outcome. (Interview, 2009)  
Like Julie, Angela has adopted the approach of planning assessment tasks 
by working backwards from the outcomes students need to demonstrate. Angela 
identifies this as a significant change in her work related to her understanding of 
curriculum design and assessment. This may be attributed to both a professional 
learning focus in the college on assessment, and Angela’s interpretation of the 
structure and purpose of the state-preferred Curriculum Standards and 
Accountability Framework serving to organise teachers’ work in relation to 
curriculum and assessment. Angela commented: 
I think that my curriculum planning has really changed a lot over the last few 
years. We’ve had lots of professional development in our faculty meetings 
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and lots of discussions about how to improve the outcomes and I’ve looked 
back over the last five or six years at how I used to do things and the way I 
used to do things makes me cringe. I would try to awkwardly put the 
outcomes to my assignments …I now start with the outcome, and then I look 
at the key active words in the outcome and how I can turn that into a task 
that then assesses the outcome specifically. Then what I do after I’ve done 
that is I look at my learning styles and I look at possible tasks and then I try 
and find the task that matches my learners best. (Interview, 2009)  
This change to Angela’s work process is represented in Figure 7.1 and 
Figure 7.2. In Angela’s previous practice she began with the theme or topic and 
then set a task that would demonstrate knowledge and understanding of the 
topic, and particular skills being taught. Work would then be marked according 
to general impressions of achievement before referring to an assessment rubric 
in order to assign a grade. As Angela notes:  
My assessment strategies have changed as well. When I first started I had a 
rubric and when I decided what the mark was then I ticked the rubric 
according to the mark I’d given so the rubric actually served no purpose 
whatsoever other than to fill up the page so it looked like there had been 
some good assessment happening there, whereas now I’ve changed my 
assessment strategies. (Interview, 2009) 
 
 
Figure 7.1 Angela’s previous practice 
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Figure 7.2 Angela’s revised practice 
Having changed her practice, Angela’s revised approach to curriculum 
design and assessment begins with the Outcome to be demonstrated. Working 
from the Outcome, Angela then constructs an assessment rubric using the A-E 
grades required for reporting purposes. This rubric details the particular 
knowledge, skills and understandings that represent satisfactory achievement of 
what is expected – C grade – and also provides information about the level of 
achievement required to achieve grades above and below the C grade. When this 
interpretive work has been completed, Angela then considers the nature of the task 
and the modes of assessment available to students to accommodate their learning 
styles and enable them to demonstrate their understanding. 
Angela is intensely and perhaps unfairly critical of her previous practices as 
a teacher given that her focus when she started teaching was to engage learners in 
“really cool, fun assignments” (Interview, 2009). Her self-criticism possibly 
derives from the emphasis in current educational discourse on outcomes-based 
assessment that can provide demonstrable measures of improvement along a 
continuum of learning. It is a discourse that Angela appears to have embraced 
after five years in teaching, leading her to reject her previous practice as awkward.  
Angela acknowledges that using Outcomes to plan her curriculum marks a 
significant departure from her early career practice, suggesting how interpretation 
and activation of policy and discourse can actively change or shape teachers’ 
practices. Angela is relatively new to the teaching profession with approximately 
five years’ experience and she recognises that she has already made radical shifts 
in her thinking and her practice. I suggest that these changes have been accepted 
as the ‘right things to do’, so dominant has this emphasis on outcomes, 
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achievement and performance become in the language and purpose of teaching 
and learning. 
Christine’s experience of change in practice is similar. She stated, “when I 
first came to teaching, we said, ‘right, this is the idea that we want to do and this 
is the topic that we want to do’ and we fitted the outcome to meet the topic” 
(Interview, 2009). This approach to curriculum planning has evidently changed in 
a relatively short time given that Christine and Angela had been in the teaching 
profession between three and five years at the time of the study. The ‘new’ 
approach to curriculum planning for assessment against Outcomes and Standards 
appears to have been accepted by Christine and incorporated into her 
methodology as representing improvement in curriculum design and assessment 
practice: 
When you plan from an Outcome backwards, it’s a lot better and it made 
sense because we looked at the skills and what we wanted them to take from 
that Outcome and then we built activity and the knowledge we wanted them 
to take and then we built the activities to actually fit in with those. 
(Interview, 2009) 
That a similar shift is occurring in the practices of teachers working in 
different year levels and planning teams at Seven Hills College suggests that 
something is operating to organise and shape teachers’ approaches to curriculum 
planning for assessment purposes. Given that Angela and Christine started 
teaching after the state-preferred Curriculum Standards and Accountability 
Framework was available for implementation in 2001, it suggests that policy takes 
time to be taken up and activated as intended. This requires, as Angela and 
Christine noted, discussion and professional development that does interpretive 
work and helps to shape teachers’ understandings of policy intent and its 
enactment. Added to this process, I would suggest that the emphasis on A-E 
grading that resulted from the Schools Assistance Act 2004 and was reiterated in 
the sector’s Compliance Manual, has served to reinforce the intentions of the 
state’s outcomes-driven Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework. 
This policy ensemble, together with professional learning designed to shape 
teachers’ interpretation and activation of policy, has resulted in a notable change 
to assessment work processes. 
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Angela does not question that her new approach to planning for assessment 
is good practice. She believes that “the good thing about the way I assess is 
students know exactly what they need to do” (Interview, 2009). Angela seemingly 
does not problematise that the purpose of teaching, as it is constructed in this 
textually mediated emphasis on output, is to organise learning for the purpose of 
measuring outcomes and demonstrating performance. Everything is measured; 
everything must be accounted for in terms of an identifiable and clearly 
articulated purpose. This is not to say that there is something wrong with students 
understanding that they are being measured or in making transparent the outcomes 
on which students are assessed. The point being made is that this practice has been 
accepted in recent years as the ‘right thing’ to do and that assessment and 
performance standards, as determiners of quality, have become a more dominant 
driver of teaching and learning.  
Analysis of interview data suggests that some teachers’ practice related to 
curriculum design and assessment is changing. Angela’s feeling that her previous 
practice now makes her cringe implies that her former practice required 
improvement at best and, at worst, did not constitute good practice. Angela has 
seemingly created a simplistic binary of ‘all good/all bad discourse’ (Sloan, 
2006), a characteristic of increased accountability, in which she appears to have 
developed an image of what constitutes ‘good’ teaching, that which focuses on 
outcomes and assessment. The suggestion that a new normativity is being created 
around the ‘ideal teacher’ will be explored more fully in the next section which 
addresses the dominant discourses that seem to be pervading education and 
“pushing the life and work of the teacher in disturbing directions” (Goodson & 
Hargreaves, 1996, p. 3). 
7.5 DOMINANT DISCOURSES: ASSESSMENT, ACCOUNTABILITY, 
PERFORMATIVITY 
In this section of the chapter I draw on data from teachers’ interviews to 
identify and analyse discourses prevailing to organise teachers’ work. I seek to 
show that a new normativity is being constructed around teachers’ work; work 
that is increasingly shaped by discourses of accountability and performativity 
manifested in the need to measure and report student achievement.  
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Julie initially reported in her interview that, since returning to her teaching 
career in 2003, her work had not changed as her focus is still on the caring work 
of building relationships and self-esteem. This is important work, but it is an 
educational discourse that is increasingly being marginalised by more dominant 
discourses. Given a space and opportunity to reflect on her work, Julie does 
acknowledge a shift in responsibility and focus since her re-entry to the teaching 
profession: 
I think we are much more accountable. I think I’m more aware of record 
keeping and I think my assessment has really improved in the fact that I use 
rubrics20. Children are more aware of assessment so I think the focus on 
assessment has really changed. I guess when you said about the work, I took 
it as the workload. (Interview, 2009) 
A critical reading of this brief extract highlights key concepts that, as will 
become apparent, emerge as common themes in teachers’ descriptions of their 
work. There is emphasis on achieving measurable outcomes with students and 
work practices geared towards increased accountability and assessment. Julie’s 
concern about having to grade her students in the Early Years reflects competing 
discourses between the caring, relational aspects of teachers’ work and 
administrative assessment and recording responsibilities. However, Julie regards 
her pedagogy of using rubrics to judge achievement as an improvement in her 
practice, perhaps reflecting a naturalisation of discourses of assessment and 
performance. That a teacher of Reception and Year 1 students has appropriated 
this discourse is in many ways disturbing. That students are aware of assessment 
at the age of five is even more troubling as it suggests exposure to the sorting and 
classifying function of schooling at a very early age. However, it reflects the state 
directed introduction of Early Years Assessment, which is undertaken in a child’s 
fifth term of schooling. 
One purpose of the Curriculum and Accountability Framework and 
guidelines for reporting is to standardise assessment practices. Yet David made 
reference to inconsistent practices in teachers’ curriculum delivery and assessment 
                                                
20 Rubrics are usually tables denoting performance criteria and measures of quality to achieve a 
particular level of performance or grade. In Julie’s case they are used to determine levels of 
achievement in particular tasks, and against the Standards specified in the state-preferred 
curriculum framework. 
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to mediate the effects of grading. This makes him uncomfortable and he suggests 
that the school puts benchmarks in place, suggesting his own appropriation of 
discourses of standardisation and accountability. Benchmarks would re-state and 
clarify interpretation of performance standards or measures of quality in David’s 
view to bring about greater consistency in assessment.  
David’s feelings about his colleague’s mediating practices and his 
suggestion regarding benchmarks suggest an awareness of comparison and 
performativity in teachers’ work. There is also strong evidence of this in Angela’s 
description of her assessment practice. She will allocate a grade in the A-D range 
but “I don’t do E because if they get E I give it back to them and they can do it 
again… I cannot have any E’s” (Interview, 2009). Rather than report an E grade 
to parents, Angela insists students must repeat work to achieve a higher grade. A 
discourse of performativity thus appears to shape Angela’s assessment work and 
also impacts upon student work. 
7.5.1. Balancing Competing Discourses 
“Assessment? ‘It is my work; it’s everything”. (Angela, Interview 2009) 
Teachers may be using their agency to mediate the impact of assessment and 
reporting frameworks due to a disposition to teaching that finds the sorting and 
sifting function of assessment undesirable due to its impact on students’ self-
esteem. However, mediating work may also be an effect of discourses of 
performativity and accountability. Angela’s requirement that students re-do work 
rather than achieve an E grade suggests that she is aware of the impact of grading, 
both on students and perhaps as an indicator of her performance as a teacher. In an 
era of increasingly transparent and scrutinised accountability, with more 
information about school performance, student achievement and, by implication, 
teacher performance on the federal policy agenda and in the public domain than 
ever before, teachers may be experiencing a heightened awareness of how their 
work appears in comparison to that of others.  
David taught in the United Kingdom for six years prior to moving to 
Australia. He is increasingly conscious that “there’s more pressure on us to 
perform and prove that performance in grades, achievement, attainment. I think 
that’s going to come in the next few years” (Interview, 2009). David’s experience 
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of teachers’ work, particularly in relation to assessment in the United Kingdom, is 
indicative of increasing emphasis on assessment and accountability.  
Everything was assessed. It was non-stop assessment, test after test, which 
was good in that you could see how the kids were getting on week by week. 
Going back to Science last year [in Australia] we did something similar 
where we tested the kids on maybe seven or eight different topics. It was test 
after test for each of those. In [the UK] in Years 7, 8 and 9 they were just 
doing SATs21. The stuff that they needed to know for the SATs test started in 
Year 7 and 8 and then half way through Year 9 they had the SATs test. 
That’s all we taught for; we taught to pass the SATs. (Interview, 2009) 
In some ways the Standard Assessment Tests in the UK are similar to the 
National Assessment Program for Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN) tests in 
Australia to provide measures of achievement against nationally set benchmarks 
(www.acara.edu.au). In David’s experience national standardised tests in the UK 
operated to shape his curriculum, generating a ‘teaching to the test’ mentality 
given the high stakes accountability of published national league tables of school 
performance. 
It sort of narrowed the vision of the students in that you weren’t able to 
digress in some of the more interesting topics, and you were really 
constrained by how the question [was] going to be set out and this is how 
you answer it to get all the marks, and we did quite well. Practice makes 
perfect! (Interview, 2009) 
Although David does not suggest that this is occurring to the same extent in 
his curriculum planning and delivery at Seven Hills College, he does make 
reference to the dominance of tests as a form of assessing achievement in Science, 
and conveys a sense that student achievement reflects on teachers’ performance. 
David’s longer experience of high-stakes assessment and the associated 
pressures of performativity perhaps makes him more critical of what he sees as 
teachers’ mediating practices aimed at reporting positive outcomes for students. 
His experience may also give him a more receptive disposition towards the 
                                                
21 SATs are Standard Assessment Tests conducted nationally in the UK in the core learning areas 
of English, Mathematics and Science in Year 2, Year 6 and Year 9. (www.satsguide.co.uk - 
accessed 11 March 2012). They are used as measures for assessing student and school 
performance in an era of high stakes accountability that involves the widespread publication of 
league tables of comparative achievement. 
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increasing emphasis on discourses of assessment and accountability at Seven Hills 
College. Working in the UK and Australia, David has perhaps a greater awareness 
of international trends and ‘possibilities’ in education and how ‘policy borrowing’ 
(Lingard, 2010) is contributing to the activation of text-mediated discourses trans-
locally. In Australia, he is certainly conscious of “a lot of change in curriculum” 
and an emphasis on assessment, but he implies that there remains some agency in 
programming and teaching and in teachers’ mediatory assessment practices. 
David’s attitude to assessment, shaped by his experience in the UK, is positive:  
It’s very important, because the kids are here to learn and get the most out of 
the school and obviously develop as a person as well. In England that was 
the ultimate thing, grades. That was all that the school focused on; they were 
looking at grades all the time. And I think it’s going a little bit that way here 
but I think we should [David’s emphasis] be looking more towards how they 
are performing because parents are ultimately going to want to know, 
especially with the league tables and things. (Interview, 2009) 
Data from David’s interview demonstrates how discourses of assessment 
and accountability have been naturalised over a number of years to shape his 
practices related to curriculum design and pedagogy. In Australia, high-stakes 
testing and public accountability are relatively recent phenomena, but discourses 
of assessment and accountability are seemingly changing teachers’ work as a 
result of NAPLAN (Comber, 2012), publication of school achievement 
information on the My School website (www.myschool.edu.au), and the 
introduction of policies that emphasise output for the purposes of comparison and 
competition.  
7.5.2. Mediated Discourse Shared with Parents and Students 
Analysis of teachers’ descriptions of assessment suggests that not only are 
teachers more aware of assessment and reporting but that students and parents are 
also more cognisant of discourses of assessment and accountability. David’s use 
of grading is made explicit to students in his lessons and formative assessment 
practices so that “when the kids get the reports, and the parents, they are going to 
know what that means” (Interview, 2009). This is supported by Julie’s reference 
to young primary students being more aware of assessment and her observation 
that “parents ask a lot more questions so you do have to be on your toes more” 
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(Interview, 2009). There is inference that a common language about assessment 
and grading is being shared to ensure that students and parents can participate in 
the interpretation of texts like reports and other forms of assessment feedback. As 
shown in Chapter 4, this was a stated intention in the Schools Assistance Act, 
promoting ‘jargon-free reporting’ to parents. The compulsory ‘legend’ on report 
cards explaining A-E achievement grades against age-related curriculum 
descriptors of achievement is an example of texts operating to develop shared 
understandings and practices trans-locally. 
This emphasis on a shared discourse is supported by Paul’s observation that 
his Year 5 students and parents are immersed in the language of assessment and 
place significance on the importance of grades.  
I’ve spent a lot of time saying what grade you get is your effort at this point 
for this project. Look at what worked well and what didn’t work well next 
time. But then you hand it out and it’s ‘Ah I got a B, oh I got a C, oh what 
did I do wrong?’ So in one sense they are very grade oriented which is 
interesting at that age, but none of them ever say ‘well why did I get a C this 
time?’ The parents do, because they get a little comment that goes home, so 
the parents say ‘well what’s going on?’ (Interview, 2009) 
Like the other participants in this research, Paul’s assessment work has been 
shaped by the texts that determine that a C grade measures satisfactory standard of 
achievement expected of students at a given year level. His team leader, and 
coordinator of curriculum at Standard 3 (Years 5 and 6), produced cards for the 
classroom to reinforce uniform understanding and application of grades. Paul 
explained: 
They are A4 and they are five different colours and they’ve got the five 
report grades on them so A to E and it says things like: C, you’re exactly 
where you should be, B, you’ve done a little bit more than you needed to, A 
is you’ve extremely exceeded your expectations in this project. D is you’re 
almost there but it still needs a little bit of work and E is little or no evidence 
of any effort being put in. (Interview 2009) 
The language of these ‘grade cards’ offers a mediated interpretation for 
students of the language of the A-E performance indicators that have to be written 
on school reports. They shift the focus from explicit criteria for achievement to 
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imply that performance is about effort or perhaps quantity of work. Whilst the 
intention might be to make explanation of assessment more accessible to students, 
it has the potential to confuse and demoralise them when achievement is assessed 
according to criteria rather than effort. 
Teachers’ discussion of their assessment and reporting practices suggests a 
pervasiveness of discourses in education giving primacy to measurement, 
comparative performance and standardisation. Nothing indicates this more than 
Angela’s commentary on assessment: 
It is my work, it’s everything, and the more that you put into the assessment 
process the easier it is to do. I don’t know why it took me so long to work 
that out. You know, I started teaching because I’m a person that enjoys 
people and I just want to be around people all day and I’ve brought a 
disposition to teaching based on my own experience as a student in a 
classroom. I had teachers that were really fun and didn’t do a lot of the 
things that I’m now learning to do so I brought a funny idea of teaching into 
the teaching world. I thought it was just about enjoying the kids and getting 
them to be excited about learning but I realise now it’s about getting them to 
achieve and to improve. (Interview, 2009) 
Angela’s comments are revealing of the changes that have taken place in 
teachers’ work in the space of only a few years. Some of this change may be 
attributed to Angela gaining more experience and becoming more reflective about 
her practice. However, I suggest that she has become more aware of the policies 
and texts that emphasise accountability and improvement and the measurable 
aspects of students’ learning and teachers’ work in the form of standardised 
testing, outcomes based assessment and reporting of achievement against 
standardised benchmarks. Angela downplays the understanding of teachers’ work 
that she entered the profession with as a “funny idea”. Her initial construction of 
teaching and teachers’ work was founded on “fun” and encouraging students to be 
excited about learning. This philosophy, which I suggest is still critical in 
engaging students in learning, has been displaced by an emphasis on “getting 
them to achieve and improve”. Not surprisingly, Angela’s focus has shifted to the 
more measurable aspects of teaching, the aspects of work for which teachers are 
held increasingly accountable by school leaders and parents, and which are in the 
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public domain in student reports and data generated from national standardised 
tests in literacy and numeracy. 
7.5.3. Struggle, Mediation and Naturalisation: Competing Subjectivities 
The purpose in part of section 7.5 of this chapter has been to demonstrate 
that what might be called a ‘discourse of measurement’ has become more 
dominant in Australia in recent years as a result of the enactment of policies 
emphasising outcomes-based assessment, reporting and heightened accountability. 
There is evidence of struggle as teachers grapple with new pressures to adjust 
their practice and comply with texts intended to shape their work, and some 
teachers are using agency to mediate assessment policies to some extent. Julie, 
however, made an interesting observation that “the Year 5/6 teachers want to go 
to A-E though, so it will be interesting to see what our reports turn out like” 
(Interview, 2009). In the primary years, teachers are permitted to use an 
equivalent descriptor to downplay the emphasis on grades. A desire to make A-E 
grades more explicit on students’ reports suggests an emphasis on assessment and 
reporting has assumed more significance in teachers’ day/night work, 
marginalising consideration of the effect of overt grading on students’ identities. 
Discourses of measurement and accountability are seemingly being naturalised in 
teachers’ talk and in their action and may be reconstituting the construction of ‘a 
teacher worth their salt’. Within this construction are different subjectivities 
competing for dominance. To add to the subjectivities of teachers as planners and 
collaborators, teachers are also embodying subjectivities as assessors and 
reporters of achievement, and also as ‘performers’ who are held accountable for 
student outcomes. This construction of teachers’ work appears to be causing 
tension with the additional subjectivity of teacher as carer and guardian of 
students’ self-esteem. However, whilst some teachers are experiencing challenges 
resulting from these competing discourses, it is those emphasising measurement 
and accountability in teachers’ subjectivities that appear to be gaining ascendancy. 
7.6 EMBODIED WORK AND BLURRED BOUNDARIES 
So far, this chapter has sought to describe and analyse teachers’ work as it is 
experienced at Seven Hills College. In so doing, I have tried to show how 
teachers’ work is “hooked into and shaped by social relations, organization, and 
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powers beyond the scope of direct experience” (Smith, 1992, p. 89) operating to 
organise teachers’ work and to create particular subjectivities. At the beginning of 
the chapter the concept of invisible work was raised. I intend now to return to the 
contention that much of teachers’ work is invisible. Teachers’ voices tell a story 
of blurred boundaries between day/night work, rendering it almost impossible to 
separate work from self, from home and from living, breathing existence. 
Although Julie initially stated that she had experienced no changes to her 
workload since returning to the profession in 2003, her interview proceeded to 
disclose to her the actualities of incremental increases that have intensified her 
work. This is a significant outcome in this study as institutional ethnography seeks 
to make people aware of their own subjugation and role in the ruling relations 
operating to organise their work. Julie noted: 
I’m at school longer. It’s interesting that I said work hasn’t changed because 
sometimes I think it’s a lot harder now. I sleep work! I live and breathe 
work! Three o’clock in the morning is usually the worst time when I 
suddenly think ‘oh, I forgot to do this or I was going to do that, or I said this 
to a student and I probably should have changed it or revisited it’. So I think 
I live and breathe teaching, not all the time, but a lot. (Interview, 2009) 
The physiological language Julie uses to talk about her work – sleep, live 
and breathe – serves powerfully to create an image of work in mind and body 
(Smith, 2005). The lengthy description of a typical day at the start of this chapter 
demonstrates that Julie’s work transcends the delineation of a working day and is 
very much embodied as part of the fabric of Julie’s life and being. Home time 
“does seem later” and her children, who attend the school, regularly help with 
organising materials for the following week. 
Friday I like to make sure that my spelling and stuff is organised for the next 
week, so it’s lucky I have daughters here as they sharpen pencils…you know 
all those menial tasks so I can get other things ready for the next week, so 
that gets me out early on Friday. (Interview, 2009) 
The reach of Julie’s work as a teacher into her home and family life is 
evident with her daughters relieving her of some of the more practical menial 
tasks that are part of a teacher’s work with younger students. Whilst Julie claims 
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to avoid taking work home if possible so that she can attend to the work of 
mothering, again a contradiction emerges when she refers to: 
Planning the week on a Sunday because that’s just something I’m used to 
doing. I try not to take marking home on a nightly basis unless it’s report 
writing of course. I’m brain dead after five. (Interview, 2009)  
The narrative of Julie’s work shows it is administrative, cognitive and hands 
on work that occurs within the classroom, in conversations with colleagues, and in 
the day/night hours that are entwined in a not insignificant way with home and 
family life. It is also, as may be inferred from Julie’s reference to being ‘brain 
dead after five’, physically, emotionally and mentally demanding work for mind 
and body due to its relentless busyness during the day, before and after school and 
into weekend time.  
Triangulation of interview data suggests other teachers at Seven Hills 
College share this experience, and the blurring of boundaries between day/night 
hours of work. The choice is staying at work longer or taking work home. Whilst 
Angela does not consider planning to be work as it is what she loves most about 
her teaching, it is nevertheless time-consuming and demanding work that cannot 
be contained within the boundaries of the official working week. Similarly, Ruth’s 
curriculum planning takes place:  
All sorts of times. Mostly it’s in my head and it can be running round the 
track often in the morning, and then there’s the point when I sit down and 
put it into a pro forma and again, it can be any time when I do that. (Focus 
Group, 2008) 
Cognitive activity is not separated here from Ruth’s physical pursuits. Even 
running before dawn she is doing her planning work. However, what is also 
evident here is that just ‘knowing’ what she plans to teach is not sufficient. 
Instead there is an implied expectation of accountability that requires Ruth to 
record her teaching programs and not in any haphazard form, but in a standardised 
way determined by a planning program pro forma. 
Few of these teachers in this study find time during the school day to 
manage the work of planning, marking and reporting that is integral to teachers’ 
work. As Paul says: 
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I can’t because at the end of the lesson I’ve marked two sentences because 
I’ve had to concentrate on what they are saying. I have to have a block of 
time set aside when I can really do justice to the work because I don’t like to 
hand back something that they’ve spent 40 minutes on with just a tick and 
say ‘good work’ because I don’t think that really means anything. 
(Interview, 2009) 
Perhaps there is less opportunity during lesson time for teachers of primary 
students who are still learning to work independently to do the administrative and 
accountability components of teachers’ work, as Julie and Paul both noted. For 
Angela, where there is any time to be gleaned for her ‘non-teaching’ work, she 
takes it, indicating what a valuable commodity time is in the day-to-day 
experience of teachers’ work: 
I’m really efficient with my time use and don’t waste a second and when I 
can multi-task I do. I’ll go around and see if anyone needs help and if they 
are working quietly I use my teaching time to plan or email or do those 
things. I obviously make myself accessible to the students as well. 
(Interview, 2009) 
Angela sometimes experiences greater flexibility during the day than Julie 
in her Reception/Year 1 classroom. There are times when Angela’s attention is not 
completely focused on her students, allowing her to multi-task and manage other 
elements of her work. There is not a moment to be ‘wasted’ in the busyness of 
Angela’s work, and the notion of ‘efficiency’ appears to drive her teaching and 
administrative practice, with planning, and checking and responding to emails 
even occurring in the classroom when students are not requiring individual 
attention. Angela believes that more thorough planning and assessment design 
creates efficiencies in her marking, but her work still spills beyond the boundaries 
of the working day into evenings and weekends. The intensification of work that 
necessitates taking any opportunity to gain efficiencies also appears to be 
impacting upon the way she teaches, the location of her mind and bodily presence 
in the classroom and the time spent helping students. 
7.6.1. School Time, Home Time: The ‘Ordinary’ Work of Teachers 
Time is a theme in all the descriptions of teachers’ work. A bell ringing to 
mark the end of a formal timetabled school day does not delineate an end to 
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activity related to teaching. Teachers’ work has always been about more than the 
actuality of teaching; the necessity for planning, marking and reporting is not new. 
However, teachers’ interview data suggest that the balance of this work has 
arguably shifted to place more emphasis on the accountability work of 
documenting evidence of curriculum planning, recording and reporting assessment 
rather than teaching and learning. Angela’s comment that time given to planning 
is ‘not work’ because she loves this component of teaching is a generous 
definition. It is work, and activity that is essential to the practice of teaching, but it 
is work that takes place in the home and during evenings and on weekends.  
Time spent planning, programming, assessing and reporting outside of the 
classroom activity of teaching students has become ordinary work for teachers, 
work that is not visible to those outside of teaching but which reaches into 
personal time, blurring the boundaries between day/night and work/home life. The 
administrative responsibilities resulting from implementation of the Curriculum 
Standards and Accountability Framework and legislated reporting requirements 
have largely been pushed outside of ‘school time’ in the actualities of teachers’ 
work. Accountability work has moved into the home and into night hours, 
intensifying teachers’ work. The ‘fun’ and the flexibility to digress from the 
accountability requirements have seemingly gone out of teachers’ work. Whilst 
teachers might try strategies to manage their accountability work of planning, 
assessing and reporting, they appear to take its necessity for granted. It has 
become ‘normal’ practice; the evidence suggests that accountability measures are 
causing teachers to work harder.  
7.6.2. Conclusion 
The description of teachers’ work as it is experienced by teachers at Seven 
Hills College and analysed in this chapter is critical to my thesis. It offers insights 
into the situated actuality of the multi-dimensional aspects of teachers’ embodied 
work, work that is organised to happen as it does and is governed by timetables, 
bells and meeting schedules. The picture of teachers’ work is contextualised in 
Smith’s generous definition of work which includes what teachers think, plan and 
feel about their work as well as what they do (Smith, 2005). 
I have sought to demonstrate how teachers have taken up policy texts to 
shape their curriculum planning and assessment work, bringing about quite 
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marked shifts in practice due to an emphasis on outcomes. I suggest that federal, 
state and sector policy texts have created dominant discourses of assessment, 
measurement and accountability and have shown how these discourses have been 
largely appropriated by teachers, although not without tension as teachers struggle 
to manage competing discourses. What has resulted is a new normativity of what 
it means to be a ‘teacher worth their salt’, a teacher that earnestly endeavours to 
meet the multiplicity of demands on mind and body being generated by policies 
and ruling discourses. A ‘teacher worth their salt’ tries to manage the 
unmanageable and reconcile tensions in their work to ‘do the right thing’ and be 
compliant with what is expected. This subjectivity is built upon a teacher who 
plans extensively around prescribed learning outcomes, a teacher who 
collaborates and is self-regulating, and one who spends many personal and family 
hours on work which is dominated by assessment and measurement against 
outcomes. At Seven Hills College, this is the picture of teachers’ ‘normal’ every 
day, every night work, work that is now taken for granted. The naturalisation of 
discourses of accountability, and management of this text-mediated work in new 
ways and forms, including collaboration and more extensive use of technology, as 
will be discussed in the next chapter, is what is new. It is physically and 
cognitively demanding work that extends into evenings and weekends, blurring 
the boundaries between work and home life and rendering much of teachers’ work 
invisible.  
In the following chapter I will draw on data gathered during this study to 
describe and analyse teachers’ experiences in trialling the sector-initiated 
curriculum and assessment software (eCAT) in their work. I aim to show how the 
subjectivities made possible for teachers through interpretation and activation of 
curriculum and reporting policy texts that emphasise performativity and 
accountability have been taken up in the eCAT to reinforce what has become a 
new normativity of teachers’ work.  
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Chapter 8:  Control, shift: teachers’ experiences 
trialling the eCAT  
This chapter on teachers’ work explores how teachers at Seven Hills 
College experienced the eCAT in their work as participants in a trial 
implementation of the tool. The experiences of teachers described in this chapter 
provided the point d’appui (Smith, 2005) for this study of teachers’ work. 
Teachers’ standpoint was the “place to begin an inquiry, and a place to return 
to…the conceptual importance of experience lies in providing a real-life context 
against which, for instance, to reflect on administrative practices, and their 
powerful effects on people’s lives” (Campbell et al, 1995, p. 7). This chapter 
begins by picking up the thread of ‘official narrative’ discussed in Chapter 5. 
Education consultants did “interpretational work of policy actors” (Ball et al, 
2012, p. 2), and in so doing, actively shaped the work of teacher participants in the 
pilot who were ‘doing’ the policy at Seven Hills College.  
8.1.1. Managing Expectations: Locating Myself in the Ruling Relations 
After initial testing of the eCAT in 2007, it was finally ready for trial in 
schools in mid 2008, but the progress of the trial was slow. I noted in my research 
journal “frustrations all round. It seems that the consultants don’t know the tool as 
well as we might hope or expect” and “we spent hours on the computer and 
achieved nothing” (Journal, 2008), hours that were provided to teachers in release 
time at a cost to the school. Technical difficulties with the operation of the server 
at sector level, combined with computer problems at school, meant that teachers 
made little progress in trialling the eCAT until the latter part of 2008. As 
curriculum leader in the school, and manager of the pilot in our site, I released 
teachers to trial the eCAT but was conscious that such time had to be used 
effectively when I was answerable for the professional learning budget. As a 
teacher also trialling the eCAT alongside colleagues, I shared the frustrations 
when the tool was not working; I observed and experienced the emotional effects 
of this on teachers who slowly lost momentum. By mid 2008, the principal and 
teachers not involved in the pilot were asking questions about the progress of the 
trial and the likelihood of wider staff involvement in the future. Consequently, I 
organised a presentation by consultants to all teaching staff in September 2008. 
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The organisation of this professional information session implicated me clearly in 
the ruling relations of the school and in the trajectory of the sector’s ‘policy’ in 
implementing the eCAT. My intention was to provide opportunities for teachers to 
hear about the purposes of the tool and its functionality from consultants rather 
than me as the school’s Assistant Principal. In presenting the eCAT to all staff, 
consultants located it in terms of the challenge facing teachers of building “rich 
profiles of student learning, progress and achievement”. They positioned the 
eCAT as the means to meet this ‘necessary’ requirement in teachers’ work, 
describing the software as a tool “to organise curriculum, teaching and learning” 
(Journal, 2008). The eCAT clearly represented text and policy to coordinate 
significant components of teachers’ work. 
As a result of the slow progress, largely due to difficulties outside teachers’ 
control, consultants were allocated to support teachers’ work in the eCAT trial 
into 2009. Data discussed in section 8.2 on how consultants shaped the work of 
teachers with the eCAT is consequently drawn from transcripts of two 
professional learning sessions conducted with an extended group of teacher 
participants in the eCAT trial in 2009, as teachers elected to join the trial 
following the staff meeting presentation in September 2008.  
8.2 DIRECTING TEACHERS’ WORK 
8.2.1. Starting with ‘Review’ 
Consultants shaped teachers’ interpretation and use of the eCAT by asking: 
What are your review practices at the moment? What data do you have on 
your students at the moment? When you are designing learning for your 
class what do you know about them? How do you know? 
I suggest that the consultant’s questions served two purposes. First, by 
beginning a professional learning session with the focus on review, the consultant 
was reinforcing the structure of the eCAT, and the cycle of Review, Design and 
Engage. Second, asking teachers to think about their practices related to data 
collection and analysis led to discussion about the perceived inadequacy of current 
practice, positioning the eCAT as a ‘solution’ to improve teachers’ accountability 
work to promote contemporary student-centred learning.  
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In foregrounding teachers’ review of achievement data the consultant 
privileges the assessment function of the eCAT and its associated tracking of 
student achievement. Further, in the following comment, the consultant implies a 
shared understanding of discourse related to the interpretation and use of A-E 
grades for reporting purposes, perhaps a justifiable assumption as demonstrated 
by analysis of teachers’ interviews in Chapter 7: 
You’ll go to Review and look at whether a kid was achieving at Year 6 or 
Year 5. If they are in Year 6 and they are achieving at Year 6 they get a C, 
but if you go and look at the evidence and most of the evidence is in Year 5 
even though they are in Year 6, you’d say they might be a D and if they are 
achieving at Year 7 [they are] an A. (Consultant, 2009) 
This appraisal of student achievement, and how it might be interpreted using 
the tool, suggests some transfer of policy discourses. The capability to record 
achievement using A-E grades was incorporated into the tool’s functionality after 
the initial iteration at the request of teachers, suggesting an appropriation of 
discourses emphasising assessment in teachers’ work. There is evidence in the 
above data that the A-E reporting requirement, made explicit in federal and sector 
policy texts, is being activated in the work of interpreting the eCAT as a text 
perpetuating practices of assessing and reporting student achievement. 
During testing of the eCAT in 2007, consultants instructed participants to 
gather benchmark information about students’ achievement levels. The instruction 
was to make an evaluation of the Standard at which students were operating so 
that teachers could upload data in order to see it in the Review screen. Later, 
consultants reiterated the need to start with benchmark data in order to plan 
curriculum, reminding participants that Confirmation is “a manual process so you 
actually look at that list of evidence and say, yes, that’s Standard 2 done, and you 
click” (Consultant, 2009). The centrality of assessment is evident in the Review 
and Engage functions of the eCAT and consultants repeatedly connected 
curriculum planning with data analysis – “When you do your Learning Design 
and deliver it to the class in real time, still use Review data” (Consultant, 2009). 
The expectation is implicit that teachers have detailed evidence of student 
achievement already available to draw upon in beginning the trial of the eCAT. 
This assumes that implementation of the state Curriculum Standards and 
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Accountability Framework and reporting policies has achieved the effect, argued 
in Chapters 4 and 5, of privileging assessment and data collection in teachers’ 
work.  
8.2.2. ‘Pushing’ an Approach to Curriculum Planning 
One of the things that we’re pushing is that you don’t teach outcomes, you 
teach the Key Ideas. The Key Idea explains what you are going to teach. 
You’re assessing with the outcomes. (Consultant, 2009)  
Policy interpretation and enactment is evident in the consultant’s 
transparency around what the sector is ‘pushing’ – implementation of the 
prescribed state Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework and 
assessment of the ‘Outcomes’ around which the Framework is organised. Further, 
teachers were told that planning based on evidence of students’ different 
achievement levels dictates that “you wouldn’t have just one learning intention, 
you would need a range to meet the needs of kids and that learning intention is 
what I want the kids to learn, not what I want them to do” (Consultant, 2009). 
This presumes an understanding of differentiated pedagogy, and frames it as 
expected everyday practice. 
Analysis of the data from professional learning sessions facilitated by sector 
consultants suggests that, as ‘policy actors’ in the transfer of sector policy, 
consultants intended also to actively shape how teachers collaborate in their 
practices, promoting the view that collaboration brings efficiencies to teachers’ 
work. 
You have access to everyone in the whole school. So there is some potential 
for the curriculum wars, you know that’s my lesson. The thing is someone 
who doesn’t want to share that, good luck to them because they’ll have to do 
their own learning intentions whereas if there is this culture of sharing then 
you start getting that trading. When you put it in Content, everyone can 
search for it. (Consultant, 2009) 
The expression ‘curriculum wars’ suggests a view that teachers are 
somehow territorial about the creative work they do around lesson planning and 
resource development. The implication is that sharing and collaboration in the 
eCAT represents a more ‘desirable’, less selfish approach to teachers’ planning. 
Whilst collaboration and planning in a publically available space in the tool is 
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promoted, the eCAT has a Personal Planning facility, a folder that is not 
accessible by other teachers. 
Muck around in your Personal Planning area, create things and move things 
around, delete things and have a look at how it works because it can be 
disastrous if you don’t. The other thing is, have Word copies of everything 
you do. As a Text Editor this is really not that crash hot. The good thing is 
that if you are using Word documents to set all of this stuff up and then just 
pasting them in, Word is a better word processor but then you’ve also got 
them as back up documents and I’d encourage you to do that. (Consultant, 
2009) 
The consultant is advocating duplication of work possibly to reduce stress 
caused by loss of work due to the eCAT ‘closing’ frequently due to ‘error’. The 
stability of the platform had been tested, but it often shut down during the process 
of teachers working on a particular function, and it was frequently unavailable 
when the developers were making ‘updates’. Due to problems with the 
technology, teachers’ experience was not of the efficiencies expected in a tool 
framed as a ‘solution’ to help them manage their intensified accountability work. 
This was the case at Seven Hills College, and the consultant’s advice to use more 
stable platforms suggests that teachers in other pilot schools also experienced 
wasted time, duplication of work effort and frustration in their work with the 
eCAT. 
8.2.3. Summarising the Scaffolding of Teachers’ Work with the eCAT 
In summarising section 8.2 on the interpretive and scaffolding work done by 
consultants, it is clear that they, together with senior leaders in the sector, 
principals and school leaders, are part of the ruling relations operating to manage 
and organise teachers’ work with the eCAT. Analysis of data drawn from 
professional learning sessions from the testing in 2007 to the work in schools in 
2009, suggests that the software was designed to change teachers’ practices, and 
bring improvement in curriculum design, assessment and tracking of student 
achievement.  
Discourses carry ideologies both in written texts and in talk that interprets 
texts. Such discourses carry meaning that can shape practices in the enactment of 
policy. This understanding is integral to institutional ethnography, which assumes 
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that ideologies and ruling relations operate to organise embodied experience. 
Beginning in the everyday experiences of teachers, this chapter will now turn to 
explore how the eCAT trial was experienced at Seven Hills College and how 
teachers’ experience is being coordinated by discourses beyond the local setting. 
8.3 TRIAL AND EFFECT: TEACHERS’ WORK WITH THE ECAT 
8.3.1. Giving Voice to Teachers: Sources of Data 
To describe and analyse teachers’ experience of the eCAT, data are drawn 
mainly from focus groups and interviews, but also from transcripts of teachers’ 
discussion as they participated in professional learning sessions designed to 
scaffold use of the tool. Two focus groups in 2008 provided opportunities for four 
teachers in the first stage of the pilot project to describe their work with the eCAT. 
As the first teachers at Seven Hills College to engage with the eCAT, their voices 
are more prevalent in this research. However, participant interviews in 2009 and a 
later focus group in 2010 also describe and interpret teachers’ work from the 
standpoint of teachers who joined the pilot in 2009. I also draw on my journal, as 
participant in the trial of the eCAT, as Assistant Principal in the school and as 
researcher. My journal details my own experiences of trialling the eCAT in my 
work. Through these data sources teachers tell of their embodied experiences with 
the curriculum and assessment software.  
Analysis of the data provides a rich description of how teachers experienced 
the trial of the eCAT in their work. Interrogation of the data also provided further 
avenues that allowed me to trace the social relations and text-mediated discourses 
operating to coordinate teachers’ work. Discussion is organised around the 
concepts that emerged in analysis of the data, including issues of accountability 
and performativity, the emphasis on assessment and evidence and the 
subjectivities made possible in the eCAT, both for teachers and students. 
Although there is some overlap, this division is designed to make clear the 
findings in the data and present an argument that shows how teachers’ work is 
being constituted by the possibilities within the eCAT. I demonstrate how teachers 
in the eCAT trial took up the discourses of evidence and accountability in how 
they enacted the functions of the eCAT and interpreted its purpose. I also show 
how teachers’ existing work is being shaped in new ways by the tool. In addition, 
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I highlight in this chapter the challenge experienced by teachers of managing 
normal demands along with new pressures, and demonstrate how the ideological 
work of discourses is operating to construct new normativities in teachers’ work. 
8.3.2. Uploading and Tracking Achievement Data 
The functionality of the eCAT makes explicit an expectation of 
documentation and record keeping in teachers’ work, constituting teachers’ work 
in terms of evidence and accountability. The eCAT provides a depository for 
curriculum plans, assessment data and evidence of student work to support 
teachers’ professional judgements about student achievement. Inherently, this 
demands that teachers collect and record achievement data for each Learning 
Outcome across the curriculum. The emphasis was recognised by participants in 
the pilot. As Julie noted, “I think it’s bringing to the fore evidence collecting” 
(Focus Group, 2008). 
Outside of the tool, teachers’ assessment of achievement is common 
practice. It is already based on marking evidence, as indicated by Ruth’s 
interpretation of the eCAT that it “is just the new version of having an empty 
photocopy box of twenty-eight exercise books” (Ruth, Focus Group, November 
2008). However, what appealed to Ruth in the ability to upload evidence is: 
That a teacher who may be wondering about a student’s level of 
achievement can go to the eCAT and they can actually look at an example. 
Yet they wouldn’t go to a teacher and say ‘do you have an example of that 
student’s work?’ I’ve got a folder of student work going back probably three 
years but I’ve never, ever had a teacher come and ask me ‘have you got a 
sample of their work?’ Yet there’s clear cut evidence right there to be had, 
and yet in the eCAT, I think they’ll do it. (Focus Group, 2008) 
Ruth’s comment suggests that teachers do not share information effectively, 
justifying the sector’s development of a tool to facilitate the transfer of student 
data. Ruth takes up a discourse that presents this is a problem and, significantly, 
she suggests that technology will somehow bring about the desired change, 
providing the ‘solution’ to the problem of transferable data that sector leaders 
believe the eCAT to be.  
No teachers in the first stage of the pilot at Seven Hills College questioned 
the value of having to record and upload evidence to support teachers’ judgement 
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of students’ achievement. In expressing concern that “it’s phenomenally time 
consuming and at some point there’s going to be hours and hours and hours of 
clicking in data” (Focus Group, 2008), Ruth does not question whether this is 
justifiable use of time or a valid aspect of her work, but seemingly accepts that it 
is necessary to provide the data to track students’ achievement. Nevertheless, it is 
a function of teachers’ work with the eCAT that requires time, and having or 
making time to do the work demanded by the software repeatedly emerges in the 
interview data, specifically “the time to sit down and use the eCAT” amidst the 
multiple demands on teachers’ attention and in their work (Carol, Focus Group, 
2008).  
The trial of the eCAT at Seven Hills College suggests that the emphasis on 
assessment and evidence of achievement shaped and organised teachers’ work in 
both curriculum design and assessment, as the following transcript from a focus 
group indicates.  
Sandra:  So what’s eCAT? Is that a journey or something different? 
Julie:  I see that more as assessment because the outcome is clearly stated 
and you want to make sure that the work is… 
Carol:  That it matches the path, the design path… 
Sandra:  So you’re saying that you think the eCAT is assessment driven? 
Julie:  Yes. 
Sandra: Not planning? 
Carol:  I do. 
Ruth:  I think it’s planning. 
Julie:  I think it’s planning but I think my focus is how the assessment is 
matched up with planning. You know, so you plan pieces of work 
and then you want to assess the children so you know how that’s 
going to affect your planning. It’s that cycle. And probably because 
I found putting my planning in there the easy part… You work 
backwards from the pieces of work you want to collect to say they 
are working towards that outcome. (Focus Group, 2008) 
Conversation about assessment in two focus groups towards the end of 2008 
reveals that teachers were feeling under considerable pressure to ensure that their 
evidence of assessment would hold up to what they imagined might be close 
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scrutiny. This is attributed to the public and transferable nature of data in the 
eCAT from one year to the next and from one teacher to the next. 
Carol:  As long as the data going in is accurate, and not trying to make my 
class look good! You know, you might not want other people 
looking. 
Julie:  That’s why I think assessment is really important and that’s my 
focus to ensure that assessment isn’t flowery and it is a true 
account of what the child has been doing. 
Sandra:  That’s why it worried me when we had to put in the original 
benchmarks to give us something to work on; that was guesswork. 
Carol:  Well that’s all we had, but it’s probably not true. 
Julie:  No, but down the track with teachers loading that in you won’t 
have to do all that loading because the teacher before you will 
have. That’s why we need to be accountable and make sure our 
evidence is a true account so actually it puts more pressure on 
teachers. 
Sandra:  To put the evidence in. 
Julie:  And to make sure that it’s not flowery because I would really want 
to make sure before I tick an outcome and say it’s been achieved 
that it has really been achieved. 
Sandra:  It comes back to the conversation we had last time about the 
pressure we feel to put the evidence in because I don’t think it is 
good enough just to put a grade in and then just put an observation 
in that it was a good piece of work because that’s just turning it 
into a mark book. 
Julie:  Yes, it’s like pulling out a report from last year and seeing a B 
there. It doesn’t really say a great deal so that’s why I put 
something in there…. 
Carol:  That’s why with the new enhancements, with us being able to 
attach evidence that I’m looking forward to in the observation, 
where I can have an observation and attach the actual piece of 
work. (Focus Group, November 2008) 
Emerging in this conversation is a strong sense of growing accountability 
and teachers entering into discourses prevailing in education about assessment, 
evidence and improvement. Assessment has always been important but it is 
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becoming a more dominant component of teachers’ work for which they are 
accountable and therefore must provide evidence. Constitution of these discourses 
in the functionality of the eCAT and teachers’ conversation around how to meet 
these expectations are reflective of unproblematised acceptance of such 
accountability discourses in education and in teachers’ work. Increasing 
transparency has led to pressure on teachers to show that results are improving 
and accurate. This has resulted in the calibration of teachers’ work to ensure 
consistency of teachers’ judgement, including moderation activities across all 
years of schooling to discuss and confirm levels of student achievement.  
8.3.3. Inserting my Voice into the Teachers’ Chorus 
In the transcript of conversation about assessment and evidence reproduced 
above I am positioned as researcher, facilitating conversation. However, the 
extract also reflects my role as a teacher trialling the software. I clearly identify 
with my colleagues in referring to ‘us’ and ‘we’ when sharing concerns related to 
evidence and accountability. The element of guesswork involved in complying 
with consultants’ requests to upload benchmark student achievement data in the 
tool caused concern as to its accuracy, and therefore its representation of my 
quality as a teacher. This sense of inadequacy was also expressed in my journal 
and derived from a lack of recorded and re-producible evidence related to every 
outcome in my subject areas. I had marks in my mark book, scores out of 20 or A-
E grades, related to tasks for my Year 9 class. However, at no time in the 
organisation of my mark book had I recorded demonstrations, singular or 
otherwise, of achievement of each of the Outcomes required to confirm the 
Standard of achievement I was uploading for each student into the eCAT.  
Perhaps I was feeling that, as a curriculum leader, I was somehow falling 
short in not modelling this level of detail in my own assessment work. Analysing 
my own comments in the transcript, I see tension between my current practices 
and what I perceived as my leadership role in the school in managing the trial of 
the eCAT. It is an expectation inherent in the eCAT that evidence is uploaded and 
assessment data is broken down. I appear to be trying to accommodate this 
expectation in my roles as teacher and leader whilst recognising that this would 
mark a significant change in my practice. In hindsight, I would argue that whilst 
the Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework enables assessment of 
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the 72 outcomes in each Learning Area across each two year Standard, such an 
expectation was neither common practice nor feasible with the tools at teachers’ 
disposal outside of the eCAT. The time, space and organisation needed to achieve 
this level of documentation would have been immense, and the standard teachers’ 
planner and mark book, issued to each teacher at the beginning of each year, is not 
designed to record anything other than overall marks or grades. Neither was the 
thinking to break down assessment data to this micro level within my 
understanding of teachers’ assessment work or in any practices that I had seen to 
that point. Inherent in my sense of inadequacy was an implicit awareness of 
possible surveillance and performativity, a feeling that I would be held 
accountable and judged for my practices, but also a sense of entering new territory 
in terms of my own assessment practice and that being demanded of teachers 
using the eCAT.  
8.3.4. Data-led Change in Teachers’ Practices 
I was not alone in being conscious of the effects of the eCAT in changing 
work practices related to assessment and data management. Angela joined the 
pilot in 2009 because she reported that the eCAT could improve her assessment 
practices:  
As I record my assignments and grades, I don’t have outcomes along the top 
of my page, which I think would make reporting so much easier. I’m looking 
forward to using the eCAT so that I can actually have the specific outcomes 
recorded instead of the confusing way that I’m doing it now. It takes a long 
time to put all the outcomes so I’ve just got a grade. [Instead] I would have 
4.422 and assess where they fitted, whether A, B, C or D. (Interview, 2009) 
Angela sees this technology as a solution to the problem of lack of space in 
her printed record. Implicit in her comment are the policies shaping her work; an 
outcomes based curriculum framework and A-E reporting requirement. Referring 
to her current recording mechanism as ‘confusing’ indicates that she has accepted 
                                                
22 Angela’s reference to 4.4 is related to the organisation of the curriculum into Learning Areas 
and its breakdown into specific ‘Outcomes’ within age-related ‘Standards’ of achievement. The 
first 4 denotes Standard 4, the level of achievement that students are expected to reach at the end 
of Year 8. The .4 refers to the number of the Outcome within the Learning Area of that Standard. 
English, for example, has 12 Outcomes to be achieved in order for a student to have reached 
Standard 4. 
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unquestioningly that assessment and recording functions in the eCAT represent 
better practice in line with contemporaneous discourses of accountability. 
The ability to record evidence and track students’ achievement over time 
were functions of the eCAT that appealed to most teachers in the pilot at Seven 
Hills College, including Julie:  
I see it as a great tool down the track. You can track students and at the push 
of a button see what they are up to, make sure that they are building on the 
knowledge that they have already rather than starting way back here so we 
can keep that learning going. I hope that would be the driving force. (Focus 
Group, 2008) 
These ‘benefits’ are echoed in the following extract: 
Ruth:  I think that tracking is important. 
Julie:  Yes, I worry about children who don’t do very well. 
Carol:  Yes, that concerns me. 
Ruth:  All sorts of professions have their version of the eCAT…this is just 
Education’s. 
Julie:  I think it will make teachers think more about assessment. 
Ruth:  Let’s push this tool to the ‘nth’ degree and if it is improved 
curriculum planning, improved accountability and assessment, 
that’s brilliant. They are all the bonus packages that come with 
what’s essentially a piece of software. (Focus Group, 2008)  
Ruth’s repeated reference to improvement suggests that she has 
appropriated discourses associated with a contemporaneous professional standards 
agenda, identifying ‘education’ as a profession, which comes with expectations of 
accountability, measurement and evaluation as in other professions. Ruth’s 
reference to ‘bonus packages’, the language of value adding, suggests that she 
sees the software as having positive benefits for students and teachers.  
The positive benefits were perceived as a result of the eCAT’s capacity to 
store data to create a longitudinal picture of student achievement, in effect 
enabling teachers’ work to intersect with that of their colleagues across time and 
space to inform their work with students. Christine comments: 
Track them, not just for me tracking them, but track them so teachers can 
continue that development and continue so they can read it. They can see 
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where they are at when they get a new group of students and progress them 
on instead of going back over things that they may have done. (Interview, 
2009) 
Christine’s comment suggests that transparent tracking would change 
teachers’ work. The eCAT is a form to be completed, interpreted and activated to 
shape the work of colleagues. She implies that programming and teaching 
practices would somehow be different as a result of this activation, a suggestion 
that is supported by Paul, a primary years teacher who joined the trial in 2009: 
“There’s data there that I’m not doing anything with. Having physically entered it 
into a computer kind of compels me to do something about it” (Interview, 2009). 
From the perspective of institutional ethnography the eCAT, as a text, is 
being understood as a mechanism by which the work of one teacher is coordinated 
to interact with other teachers. Data about student achievement that are uploaded 
by one or more teachers in a standardised way presents a particular subjectivity of 
a student. This is intended by the purpose and functionality of the eCAT to be 
taken up by others to inform and organise their work according to a shared 
interpretation of what the data means. At Seven Hills College, a teacher would not 
teach the same students over more than one Standard, which spans two years of 
schooling. The intention inherent in the eCAT is therefore that data be read and 
taken up by other teachers to inform their work.  
In the data explored and analysed in this section, it is evident that data 
management technology represented by the eCAT has the potential to organise 
teachers’ work when they track, add to, and act upon students’ achievement data. 
Paul’s comment implies that the permanent, transparent and potentially public 
nature of recording achievement, ultimately showing students to be at different 
levels of achievement, adds a degree of compulsion for teachers to respond 
appropriately to program for student needs, shaping expectations of the work of 
teaching. This was also an intended effect of the development of the eCAT as 
explored in Chapter 5. As one senior education advisor, Rebecca, suggested:  
The eCAT is a lot about changing the work of teachers but what is going to 
totally and utterly change the work of teachers is that it won’t be many more 
years that anyone will be able to pretend that the students are the same. 
(Interview, 2009) 
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The functionality of the eCAT reinforces an expectation that teachers 
personalise learning. The eCAT constitutes a ‘good’ teacher as one who adjusts 
teaching and learning programs and experiences based on a shared understanding 
and activation of data. The role of senior educational leaders in shaping teachers’ 
work and ‘forcing’ a more differentiated approach to planning and teaching 
through the implementation of the eCAT as policy text is clear in Rebecca’s 
assertion that “content driven teaching, well it’s libellous and all the needs are 
going to become glaringly obvious if it’s used appropriately” (Interview, 2009).  
The ability to collate student data electronically appealed to some teachers 
in the trial of the eCAT. Paul chose to join the pilot as he already collects data in 
spreadsheets to monitor student progress against outcomes, and “it appeals to me 
because of the idea of having it electronic” (Interview, 2009). Christine also noted 
the benefits of using technology to record data, imagining that it would save her 
work because she is already computer literate: “This is going to save me all that 
writing” (Interview, 2009). There appeared to be a consensus that the eCAT 
would improve practices related to gathering, recording and sharing data. This is 
evidently considered necessary and valuable, suggesting an appropriation of 
discourses about data management, accountability and the benefits technology can 
bring to this work.  
8.3.5. Evidence-Driven Curriculum and Assessment Practices 
Analysis of focus group and interview transcripts suggests that data 
management was seen as the major benefit of the eCAT in terms of its capacity to 
store longitudinal data on student achievement to inform planning and teaching 
practices. Associated with this, the capacity and implied desirability of uploading 
evidence to validate achievement data has the potential to organise teachers’ 
work. Julie reported that: 
I’ve probably used it the most to put my program in so I could match the 
evidence that students were doing – very much data driven. I put my whole 
Mathematics program into the tool and I looked at tasks, assessment tasks 
that I’d planned and I looked at how that would look as evidence on the tool. 
Now most of the evidence that I collected was scanned or photographic 
evidence and I set up files, submission files like a portfolio for each student 
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to go with each task so then I could see it come into Engage and see the 
evidence to match the task. (Focus Group, 2008) 
Julie’s description of her work suggests that the eCAT was changing her 
approach to curriculum programming and assessment in order to fulfil the 
recording and evidence functions of the tool in a way that previous curriculum 
practice did not. She acknowledges becoming “more data driven” and being 
concerned that the evidence uploaded into the software would be consistent with 
her curriculum design. To some extent she implies that assessment tasks were 
shaped by how the evidence would look in the tool. Based on her experience in 
the trial of the eCAT, Julie suggests that using the tool in future as part of her 
every day work would further change the nature of assessment tasks due to the 
labour intensive nature of uploading evidence of achievement. 
Julie:  Now I think perhaps I would do things differently. I wouldn’t 
always have paper and pen assessment, maybe use Kidspix where 
the children could design patterns and maybe try attaching that as 
well. I would have more varied assessment tasks rather than 
scanning in work samples all the time. 
Sandra:  So it’s the time consuming nature of the scanning that will 
determine how you’d like students to present this work, or do it? 
Julie:  Considering we had six children and how much time it took to scan 
in two work samples to go with each. Say we were working on 
Area [in Mathematics] I would scan in two different types of task 
and assessment pieces to show that they’re working towards an 
Outcome. That was so time consuming and that’s six students. So 
if I’m looking at a whole class it’s going to have to be something 
that’s not so time consuming. (Focus Group, 2008) 
As a teacher participant in the trial of the eCAT, I found my own curriculum 
programming and assessment work being shaped by the functionality of the tool. I 
shared with my colleagues that, “conscious of the fact that I want to upload more 
evidence into the eCAT before the end of the year, I’ve given my students a task 
that I want them to email me” (Sandra, Focus Group, 2008). Selection of an essay 
task to meet chosen learning outcomes as part of my curriculum design in eCAT 
was more to do with “what’s easy to provide evidence for” to save time uploading 
work samples and avoid the work of scanning that Julie reportedly found so time 
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consuming for students in her Reception/Year 1 class. I shared with my 
colleagues my awareness that in my programming “I’ve actually ignored some 
outcomes like listening and speaking” (Sandra, Focus Group, 2008) as they 
presented difficulties in uploading and storing evidence of achievement. I would 
argue that the actual effect of shaping curriculum and assessment design to make 
the work of providing evidence easier, as was demonstrated by Julie and me in our 
trial of the eCAT, was not an intended outcome of the eCAT’s conception and 
design. However, it could become one of the unintended outcomes of the 
implementation of the eCAT in teachers’ work, creating an imbalance in 
curriculum tasks and narrowing the opportunities given to students to demonstrate 
their understanding and achievement of particular Learning Outcomes. 
8.3.6. Increased Accountability and Pressures of Performativity 
The eCAT provides a standardised and transparent means to collate data and 
evidence of assessment for easy transfer to colleagues. As a mechanism for data 
management it demands a level of accountability around data and evidence 
collection previously not within most teachers’ experience. For Ruth, this was not 
a significant concern as she observed “there are far bigger brothers than the eCAT 
so it doesn’t worry me” and “I think if you are a teacher worth your salt you are 
doing all the right things anyway” (Focus Group, 2008). However, Ruth’s 
apparent lack of concern about increased accountability was not entirely shared by 
other teachers in the trial of the eCAT who equated increased accountability with 
an intensification of their work. Analysis of focus group data suggests that the 
changes to teachers’ assessment practices orchestrated by the eCAT, with its focus 
on evidence that could in future be accessible to parents, brought increasing 
pressures of performativity. 
Sandra:  [Is there] anything about your practices that have changed? 
Carol:  I think the assessment part of it because you’ve got the task there. 
It’s like you then should have some sort of assessment or 
observation to it, like with the graphing. Because I put all the tasks 
on the sheet [outline screen] in Design, I then had to [go to] 
Engage and link to say they’d demonstrated it, put an observation 
or something in there. Whereas before you could do a task and that 
was it. 
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Sandra:  I feel under pressure myself to have every assessment task for a 
very specific purpose that it’s going to demonstrate. It can’t just be 
a throw away task. 
Carol:  Put it in Design and it’s there for a reason, therefore I've got to 
finish it off, even if it’s with an observation or comment. 
Sandra:  Do you feel like you have to do that with all your tasks? 
Carol:  If I’ve put it in Design I think yeah, then I have to. 
Carol and I seemingly shared the perception that the functionality of the 
eCAT demands additional work for us as teachers. If something is written in our 
program then it suggests to us that evidence of achievement should be provided. 
Julie’s view on recording evidence of assessment differs slightly. Whilst she feels 
compelled to upload evidence of assessment of the unit as a culmination of a 
sequence of activities developing the skills, she does not “feel compelled to enter 
evidence for each one” (Focus Group, 2008). This, in part, may be due to the fact 
that Julie teaches a Reception/Year 1 class where relatively little evidence of 
learning is produced using ICT and the uploading of evidence therefore involves 
the time consuming work of scanning student work samples. As Julie indicated: 
With more time in the computer room I think the tool might impact more. I 
might try discussion or I might try something new, but at present I don’t 
have enough computer time with the students to do much. (Focus Group, 
2008) 
Julie’s comment here is significant as it suggests that the eCAT will further 
change her work with increased access by students to ICT. This reinforces the 
point made earlier that Julie plans changes to her curriculum and assessment 
practices in order to upload evidence of achievement as the practice of scanning 
the work of younger students would be unmanageable for more than a limited 
number. Carol’s response to Julie indicates the effect of the eCAT for some 
teachers in increasing pressure to be accountable to external forces, specifically 
parents. 
Carol:  Think of the parents’ view, ‘well all right, you’ve told me these 
tasks but how did they go?’ 
Julie:  Well they many not see my tasks. If I do Design, say I’m doing 
perimeter, they won’t see all those tasks; they’ll only see the 
assessment task. 
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Carol:  But if you see all the Design tasks in the student view, then the 
parent of the child will see all of these tasks. 
Julie:  Are you telling me parents will expect something for all tasks? 
Carol:  I feel like I expect it myself and then I think of the parent view. 
Julie:  So you think all those tasks, as assessments, you think I shouldn’t 
have them there at all maybe? 
Carol:  No, I’m just saying that for me, I feel like there should be 
something, even if it’s an observation. (Focus Group, 2008) 
The conversation about what evidence is necessary or acceptable, and what 
teachers trialling the eCAT felt compelled to provide, was lengthy and carried into 
two focus groups as teachers appeared anxious to come to terms with the 
expectations of this functionality in the tool. Undoubtedly, this is an aspect of the 
tool that has the potential to intensify and shape teachers’ work related to 
curriculum planning and assessment and to also cause conflict if one teacher 
provides more evidence than another, a point that I will return to shortly. The 
following extract from the transcript of a focus group makes clear that the 
possibilities inherent in the functions of the eCAT have the potential to intensify 
teachers’ work and also increase pressures related to performativity. 
Sandra: Carol, are you saying that because now you’ve put it into the eCAT 
and it’s physically there for people to see, that it’s changed your 
practice because you now feel you have to mark everything? 
Carol:  Not necessarily mark it, but demonstrations. You’ve got to have 
demonstrations, not just a confirmation on that one assessment. So 
if you’re going to give them five opportunities, you’ve got to make 
sure you put those demonstrations in. You can’t just go this is the 
assessment and confirm that. No. 
Sandra:  Is that increasing work for you? 
Carol:  Putting personal pressure on me, yes. 
 … 
Carol:  If you heard one or two people talking today [at a sector run focus 
group for trial schools] they’re rushing into confirmation. I don’t 
think you can rush into confirmations [of a Standard]. We’ve got to 
show with Design tasks that they’ve actually demonstrated it. Then 
I can feel comfortable that they’ve confirmed it. 
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Julie:  I wouldn’t confirm on one task. In Reception they are only at the 
start of a Standard anyway so I wouldn’t say they had 
demonstrated the Outcome in Standard 1, which is the end of Year 
2. There will be a handful that have demonstrated the Outcome, but 
most will have it as a ticked opportunity. 
Carol:  I’ve got people with opportunities, demonstrations and a small 
number that have confirmed and at the end of Standard 3. Most of 
mine should be confirming. 
Julie:  I’ve got five students that have confirmed Standard 1. They are not 
expected to have that confirmed. (Focus Group, 2008) 
This whole thread of conversation is laced with the language of both the 
eCAT and the state Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework 
embedded within it, language that in a very short time has become part of the 
lexicon of teachers related to their work. As a text, the eCAT is producing a new 
discourse involving multiple ‘opportunities’ to demonstrate learning against 
‘outcomes’, which should be recorded as ‘demonstrations’ of achievement, prior 
to teachers feeling confident in recording ‘Confirmation’ that a student has 
achieved the designated Standard, which is the marker of progress in the 
Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework. This is a lengthy work 
process of curriculum planning, assessment and recording which also provides 
evidence that teachers are working in complex environments with students of 
different abilities. The language of the eCAT, demonstration and confirmation, 
adds steps to teachers’ work that were perhaps not formerly there to the same 
degree, but steps that teachers are endeavouring to take nonetheless. There is also 
a formality and finality implied in the language of ‘confirmation’ that increases 
pressures of accountability and performativity given the transparent nature of the 
evidence uploaded into the tool.  
The ‘possibilities’ in the eCAT have shaped teachers’ thinking and their 
practices about assessment, influenced by the need to provide evidence. A grade 
in a mark book is no longer considered sufficient. It offers limited evidence to 
substantiate teachers’ judgement. Teachers’ work, as shaped and organised by the 
eCAT, is dominated by assessment. This can be attributed to the interpretational 
work of teachers as policy readers and actors (Ball, 2012), not just in the way the 
eCAT is being read and enacted, but in the naturalisation of discourses of 
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measurement and accountability inherent in the state Curriculum Standards and 
Accountability Framework and reporting requirements. Together, this ‘policy 
ensemble’ has generated a heightened sense of accountability around the 
provision of evidence.  
Teachers’ discussions about the eCAT suggest that they have taken up a 
discourse of assessment and accountability and framed it within a positive 
interpretation of the tool’s functionality. There is reference to increased workload 
resulting from a re-organising of work connected with assessment, but what is 
heard in teachers’ voices is an emphasis on the benefit for students of their 
assessment and recording work. Teachers want to do ‘the right thing’ by students 
and develop their potential. In essence, planning and assessment work is already 
being done, it is ‘old work’ intensified and organised in new ways, although 
teachers recognised that the tool places greater emphasis on the provision of 
evidence to justify judgements made. Such emphasis resulted in some teachers 
feeling challenged to meet all the requirements of the tool, although this did not 
appear to cause them to question the validity of the tool or how it was re-
organising their work. 
8.4 OLD WORK SHAPED IN NEW WAYS 
Curriculum design is a core component of teachers’ work with the eCAT. In 
regard to curriculum planning, the design of the tool pre-supposes a ‘backwards 
design’ approach (Wiggins & McTighe, 2004; 2005) to planning curriculum from 
the outcomes that students are required to demonstrate. Practice reflected in 
interviews with teachers at Seven Hills College suggests that teachers had already 
begun a shift in their approach to curriculum planning prior to trial of the eCAT, 
which is probably attributable to the activation of curriculum and reporting policy. 
Sector leaders, in the design of the eCAT, have taken up a policy ‘intent’ of 
organising teachers’ work to consolidate an outcomes-based approach to 
curriculum design and speed up activation of the state-preferred Curriculum 
Standards and Accountability Framework. Teachers have made earnest attempts 
to manage the transition of ‘old work’ in new ways; however, this curriculum 
policy enactment is incomplete and not without some teachers experiencing 
struggle as new approaches competed with older practices. 
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Julie:  I still probably do a bit of the topic to the curriculum outcome 
rather than outcome to topic. 
Carol:  Sometimes you look at the Curriculum Standards and 
Accountability Framework and see what topic goes with it. 
Julie:  A little bit of both  
Carol:  Yes, I don’t think that’s changed. (Focus Group, 2008) 
Consultants informing teachers’ interpretation of the eCAT wanted to 
consolidate a backwards design approach to curriculum planning, and go further 
in shaping the components and language of this approach. This is clear in Carol’s 
observation a further year into the pilot. 
Now that they’ve changed the terminology to ‘learning intentions’ they 
wanted us to change the way we were doing it. So the way I was doing it last 
year is not the way they wanted it this year, hence I had to change my 
thinking around what it is they wanted. (Focus Group, 2010) 
Carol implicates sector consultants and leaders in the ruling relations 
organising and re-framing her work. ‘They’ve changed the terminology’ and ‘they 
wanted us to change the way we were doing it’ suggests discourses of 
management and control informing teachers’ work. Carol does not resist the 
change but shows that she ‘had to change’ her thinking and practice due to what 
she saw as an imperative inherent in the eCAT and its implementation. Carol 
shows a disposition to change that is inherently expected in the implementation of 
the tool, and which would make her the ‘ideal teacher subject’ to integrate the 
eCAT in her work. Carol’s interpretation that this is what was ‘wanted’ was 
shaped by the consultant’s language and instruction during the professional 
learning sessions. The language of ‘learning intentions’ highlighted by Carol 
emerges in the transcripts of the consultant led professional learning sessions that 
took place at the school in 2009. Teachers were instructed to think beyond task 
activities and instead design ‘learning intentions’ more closely linked to 
outcomes, “what I want the kids to learn, not what I want them to do” (Consultant, 
2009). Learning intentions are thus directly connected to assessment as a driver of 
teachers’ work, and also to a backwards design approach to curriculum planning. 
The social linguist Michael Bakhtin wrote that words are not empty, “they are 
over-populated by the intentions of others” (cited in Freeman, 1998, p. 58) and 
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Carol’s narrative is revealing of ruling relations operating within the sector’s 
policy trajectory in the design and implementation of the eCAT to change 
teachers’ curriculum and assessment work. 
Discourses already operating through the Curriculum Standards and 
Accountability Framework and reporting requirements meant that to some extent 
the approach to curriculum design constituted by the eCAT was not new work. 
Planning on there [the eCAT] is not going to be any different for me. That’s 
not going to take more time. We plan with the Curriculum Standards and 
Accountability Framework anyway and it’s probably quicker because you 
can download whatever Outcome you want at the click of a button, but with 
every curriculum area that’s going to be time consuming. It’s just putting it 
into the tool. (Julie, Focus Group, 2008) 
As Julie’s colleague noted: “It would have been part of what you were 
doing anyway” (Carol, Focus Group, 2008). Similarly, Angela’s practice related 
to curriculum design and assessment was already shifting towards a backwards 
design approach but she saw the tool as a way of improving her tracking, 
recording and reporting work.  
I have no idea how many Outcomes I’ve achieved this year with my Year 8s 
across three subjects. That’s probably not a good thing and I would have no 
idea over Year 7 and 8 if we have achieved all of the Outcomes for all of the 
areas I teach so the mapping is really a weakness. I’m hoping I’ll be able to 
log on and see I’ve covered 4.1, 4.2. I haven’t done 4.3 so that’s an Outcome 
that we’ll focus on now. I’m hoping it will help with that and I’m hoping it 
will make reporting easier, ticking when I’m giving a student an A-E for 
their achievement it actually represents achievement of that specific 
Outcome, not their achievement on the subject overall. (Interview, 2009) 
The capacity of the eCAT to enable teachers to record achievement and 
provide evidence of student learning suggests a deliberate attempt to organise 
teachers’ work around outcomes-based curriculum planning and assessment. To 
some extent interview data suggests this is not new work for teachers, but the 
eCAT is reinforcing particular possibilities for teachers’ work and realising it 
through a specific application of technology. 
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8.4.1. Technology as a Tool Organising Teachers’ Work 
If the process of outcomes-driven curriculum design was not entirely new 
work for some teachers, neither was the use of technology to document 
curriculum planning. This work was just being realised in a different, more 
standardised form for most teachers in the trial of the eCAT. As Julie noted: 
It’s just getting used to the tool and using it in the tool format. I always 
program on the computer. Now it’s just using the format on the computer 
and I’ve been trying to vary it and look at other areas of assessment so that 
would probably be the area that would change most. (Focus Group, 2008) 
Julie explained that her curriculum programming work with the eCAT was 
made easier due to the inbuilt Curriculum Standards and Accountability 
Framework. “It’s easier because you’ve got all the Outcomes right there” (Focus 
Group, 2008). Whilst the majority of teachers in the pilot reported using 
technology in their work, for Ruth, using the eCAT for programming was slightly 
more of a challenge as the following conversation indicates: 
Julie:  Ruth, you’re a mind map scribbler. 
Ruth:  Yes, I don’t have ICT practices to even compare it to, I really 
don’t. 
Sandra:  So how do you use ICT? 
Ruth:  I would do, as you say, scribble. I would think of something and I 
would scribble it out on a piece of paper, then I’d type it up and 
hand it out. I’d photocopy it and hand it out. (Focus group, 2008) 
In the early months of the pilot, Ruth was still familiarising herself with 
uploading the tasks previously typed as Word documents after she has done the 
thinking and ‘scribbling’ work required to organise them. Stored on her USB, 
Ruth’s work with the eCAT involved uploading her plans into the Design function 
in the tool, representing a duplication of her work. She acknowledged that her use 
of the eCAT was limited. “I don’t actually think I’ve used it. I’ve just done some 
things that people have shown me how to do” (Focus Group, 2008). The transition 
involved in doing ‘old work in new ways’ was a struggle for Ruth. This suggests 
that the assumption underpinning the tool that teachers are comfortable and 
knowledgeable in use of technology, and able to adapt readily to a new way of 
working, might be premature. 
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8.4.2. Incorporating eLearning Opportunities  
One function of the tool, albeit one less emphasised by consultants in 
shaping teachers’ enactment during the pilot, is the capacity to engage students in 
eLearning opportunities. One teacher in the pilot chose to explore this capacity:  
I wanted to find a way to engage them in IT and I wanted to see the Student 
View so that’s why I went to Engage and had the online submission to 
engage them in discussion. What they had to do was go back to a piece of 
work in the area of numeracy and exploring data. They had to choose a 
graph that best represented their data. Then they had a discussion with each 
other about [whether] their graph was the best type of graph for that type of 
information. (Carol, Focus Group, October 2008) 
Conscious of the implicit expectation in the eCAT to gather evidence of 
learning to support her judgement on students’ achievement, Carol’s task design 
was organised by the functionality of the tool: 
Sandra:  Without the tool would you have done that? 
Carol:  The submission, yes, because before that they were just using 
Excel anyway and printing it off. The submission is just a tidy way 
of making sure it gets to me and is there for me to make my 
assessment and observation and comment. The discussion? No, 
because there isn’t anything that enables a discussion. Emailing is 
just between one or two people but in the discussion they could all 
see each other’s comments.  
Sandra:  And you’ve never had that discussion in a class discussion? 
Carol:  We have, but you’ve got some children who will speak up and 
some who will not. You always get the same children putting their 
hand up. We’ve talked about graphs…when we use a pie graph and 
when we use a column graph but that’s me leading it. I gave them 
the question but they led it without me intervening at all to 
deliberately direct them. 
Sandra:  So what were the positives of doing it that way? 
Carol:  In a written form every child had a voice and could show me what 
they’d learnt, how they’d learnt. And because it’s in printed form I 
could print out and come back and see what sort of language was 
used. I could see that they’d understood the task and it’s linked to 
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English and SOSE as well because they had to persuade each other 
their graph was the best so it was linked to other curriculum areas. 
Sandra:  And being written you have captured what was said. 
Carol:  Exactly. (Focus Group, 2008) 
Carol was the only teacher of the ten participants in the pilot to trial 
engaging students in using the online learning function of the eCAT. She opted 
for Discussion in her curriculum design as a way of students demonstrating their 
achievement and identifies innovative eLearning options and storing evidence for 
assessment as two things that drove this decision.  
The eCAT has got things in it that I hadn’t used before, like Discussion and 
the Journal…The bonus is that you can submit your ICT work. I think that’s 
a real bonus, having it there and somewhere to store it and the evidence and 
assessment. (Focus Group, 2008) 
I would suggest that, whilst online discussion represents a means of students 
demonstrating evidence of learning which has the advantages of providing an 
electronic record as evidence of achievement for assessment, the curriculum 
design work itself is not new work. Discussion is normal pedagogy for teachers. 
What is new, and being taken up by Carol, is the emphasis on evidence to support 
teachers’ judgement of performance, and the use of ICT to do ‘old work in new 
ways’ based on a discourse that positions ICT as a contemporary and effective 
way of engaging learners, and therefore something that teachers should be 
incorporating into their pedagogical toolbox. The use of ICT in teaching and 
learning is not without its difficulties, creating the need for teachers to do more 
work with students around cyber etiquette, as implied by Carol’s experience of 
doing a simple discussion in electronic form: 
Parents can see all the submissions in Discussion. Some poor spelling was 
commented on by a student, which raises self-esteem issues and what 
parents might think if there is no spell check. Students were talking and 
engaging in the task so it was a worthwhile exercise, but there are privacy 
issues for kids. It might change what kids write if they know anyone can see 
it. Protocols and training are required. The student comment on another’s 
spelling was an opportunity to bring her down, bullying, but I could edit it as 
a teacher. (Sector Focus Group, Research Journal, 2008) 
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Student discussion is old work done in new ways in online form. Carol’s 
observations suggest that the familiar work of managing student bullying and 
inappropriate responses in class discussion is activated in the tool. In fact, to some 
extent it is made more important because of the provision in future iterations for 
parents to see into classroom behaviours in the public record of such discussion. 
This increasing use of technology in students’ lives and in teachers’ work brings 
new work for teachers in educating students how to use technology appropriately. 
The pedagogical work undertaken in discussion could be facilitated in many ways 
outside of the eCAT. The same may be said of the assessment and recording work 
the tool organises. It is work familiar to teachers but done in a different form 
designed to standardise outcomes-based assessment and provide evidence of 
achievement which can be subject to monitoring by agents, including parents, 
outside of the immediate classroom context. 
8.5 MANAGING ‘NORMAL’ DEMANDS AND NEW PRESSURES 
I have sought to demonstrate that much of the work facilitated by the eCAT 
is not new work for teachers, although I argue that the emphasis on assessment 
and evidence gives primacy to aspects of teachers’ work associated with 
accountability. Curriculum planning, assessment and recording achievement data 
for the purposes of reporting to parents have long since contributed to teachers’ 
day/night work and teachers are familiar with negotiating these demands on their 
time. However, activation of the tool in the way in which it is intended creates 
new pressures for teachers to manage. These new pressures include the reach of 
technology into their work, the problem of managing expectations of the eCAT 
within and beyond the classroom and the issues arising from increased 
transparency about teachers’ work and subsequent pressures of performativity. 
As shown earlier, some teachers saw the tool as an easier way to do work 
already being done in other electronic forms or hand-written observations. They 
saw no problem with the concept of a tool being designed to rationalise and 
organise their work. However, one teacher identified a perceived failing in 
teachers’ work as a driving force for the development of the product: 
Sandra: I’m interested in what perception of teaching and teachers is… 
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Ruth: Yes, right, like they are not doing this well enough so we need to 
do this. 
Sandra: I’m not saying that. 
Ruth: No, I know and I’ve jumped straight to a negative but that’s kind of 
what I’m thinking. If we all had this then everything would be OK. 
This will be better. They’ll all do this better. (Focus group, 2008) 
Ruth is speculating on an external perception of a problem in teachers’ work 
that needs to be fixed, a problem associated perhaps with teachers’ lack of 
organisation, accountability or transparency, a sense that the Curriculum 
Standards and Accountability Framework is not being fully implemented in the 
way it is intended or assessment being done in a standardised way. Ruth projects a 
perception that teachers are somehow failing and this can be remedied by 
implementing a technological solution to standardise and organise their work. I 
suggest that this is connected with a construction of the ‘ideal teacher subject’ as 
interpreted from the interview data with sector leaders. A good and contemporary 
teacher is someone who engages students in online learning and is collaborative, 
innovative and a ‘leader’ in the classroom and in the school. Technology is seen 
as the means to deliver “contemporary learner centred learning” (Sector handout, 
2008), which implies that practices not involving technology are out-dated, 
teacher-driven, idiosyncratic and ultimately failing students by not meeting their 
needs. However, providing technology to organise and standardise teachers’ work 
may not be an immediate solution to this panacea of perceived problems if it pre-
supposes a vision of a technologically competent workforce. 
8.5.1. Incursion of Technology in Teachers’ Work 
It can be argued that the tool has been designed to technologise many 
aspects of teachers’ work, or speed along the technologisation assumed to be 
already happening. However, if this work is current practice in non-technologised 
forms, as some evidence in this study suggests, one question that arises is whose 
purposes are being served by the design and implementation of the eCAT? I 
suggest that it reflects incursion into teachers’ work and a managerial discourse in 
education dominated by rhetoric of demonstrable educational outcomes (Smyth, 
2001). It also reflects assumptions about the value and reach of technology into 
the field of education in the 21st century. As a presenter presumed in the early 
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days of the pilot, “the way teachers work will change using the software” 
(Meeting notes, 2007). Yet the assumption that teachers need this ‘solution’ to 
‘problems’ in their work and have the degree of competence and confidence in 
using ICT in their work that the eCAT requires may be misplaced. I noted in my 
journal a comment made by one teacher early in the pilot: “Several staff have only 
very basic computer skills so may be fearful of this software” (Journal, 2007). At 
the same time I noted my own fear of being able to understand the technological 
demands of the eCAT: “My feelings? Still anxious. I am not illiterate when it 
comes to ICT but I admit to feeling intimidated by the software and nervous as a 
user” (Journal, 2007).  
Ruth is one teacher who experienced difficulties with the ICT demands of 
the tool. After the first year of the pilot, Ruth withdrew as a participant because 
her embodied experience with the eCAT was not satisfying or sufficient to 
maintain her involvement. In an interview conducted to explore her reasons for 
withdrawing from the trial, Ruth noted: 
In a word, I found it frustrating but we have to contextualise that because 
that’s me not being au fait and IT savvy, so every time I dealt with it I 
retained no knowledge of the previous session. I understood the concept and 
the rationale behind it but I couldn’t work the instrument itself very well. 
(Interview, 2009) 
Almost all of the teachers in the pilot made similar observations that they 
did not retain an effective understanding of the navigation of the tool between 
sessions and often felt relief when the tool was inactive due to technical problems. 
Julie noted feeling frustrated because “I’m going to look like an idiot; I don’t like 
to come across as if I can’t do something” and she felt pressure to prepare for 
professional learning sessions as she did not want consultants to see her “bumble 
about” (Focus Group, 2008). In a second focus group Julie also noted, “I need to 
keep going on and trying it, otherwise I forget even how to log on” (Focus Group, 
2008). Christine, enthusiastic about the potential of the tool and relatively 
comfortable with her use of ICT, still reported feeling “almost a bit frightened. I 
don’t remember anything he told me. I don’t remember my password or login so 
I’m frightened to go back in” (Focus Group, 2010). Teachers in the pilot of the 
eCAT were not unwilling to accommodate the demands inherent in this policy 
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text in their work, but their emotions and experiences suggest that the move 
towards integrating ICT to organise teachers’ work might be more complex than 
sector leaders anticipate.  
8.5.2. Ruth’s Experience: Emotion, Identity and Withdrawal from the Pilot 
In this section I draw more extensively on an interview with Ruth after her 
withdrawal from the trial of the eCAT. Ruth’s description of her experience with 
the eCAT conveys the emotional effect of technological incursions into her work. 
Her reaction to the suggestion that implementation of the tool be made mandatory 
for all teachers was one of fear: 
Horror. Because I can see that I would have to sit there and learn it and I 
would sit there clicking away and demanding that someone help me because 
I don’t get it. I could be planning a really good lesson, and that brings out the 
worst in me as a teacher. (Interview, 2009) 
Ruth did not find the eCAT user friendly, although she attributed this to her 
unfamiliarity with technology rather than the software itself. She went on to say 
that she did not ever start to think about how her teaching practices would work 
“with the eCAT. For me it’s completely out of my teaching sphere and gladly so” 
(Interview, 2009). Nevertheless Ruth acknowledged that her experience of 
trialling the eCAT did have some influence on her work; it has changed her 
approach to teaching and given her a better understanding of assessment as 
evidence of learning:  
Probably devising the task used to be the sum of it, whereas now it’s only 
half of it. The other half is, how do I genuinely set them up for success? 
That’s one of the things that’s right at the beginning of my programming and 
planning. (Interview, 2009) 
Even activating the tool in her work in a limited way, Ruth’s involvement 
with the eCAT has shaped her thinking outside of the tool’s applications. The 
language of the eCAT of ‘opportunities’ and ‘outcomes’ has been taken up in her 
discussion of her practice. “I give them lots of opportunities, not so much to 
achieve the Outcome which I know you are meant to do, but have different 
opportunities because that’s where they are headed” (Interview, 2009). 
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In spite of Ruth’s feeling of horror that sector leaders could eventually make 
use of the eCAT mandatory, she is not against the rationale of the software as a 
means to transfer data to other teachers: “One of the pluses of the eCAT is that 
information becomes everyone’s information and, of course with that there’s an 
accountability element which I think is always positive in teaching” (Interview, 
2009).  
Ruth’s emotions were obviously challenged and competing discourses are 
evident in her interview data. Even though Ruth expressed concern that unless all 
teachers activated the eCAT in their work it would be “quite useless and a terrible 
waste of those teachers’ time [the teachers in the trial] – they could spend a lot of 
time feeding that data in, for again it to just sit there”, she nevertheless 
experienced frustration, horror, and a sense of inadequacy due to her perceived 
lack of ICT skills. Ruth also experienced anger, observing that: 
If you are forced to do something that riles you, it’s so unpleasant and 
frustrating and just feels like statistics going into a box. All you’re doing is 
like a statistician when you could be designing a rubric, designing a unit and 
designing some explicit teaching. (Interview, 2009)  
Ruth implies a sense of compulsion in participating in the trial of the eCAT, 
a perception possibly caused by her heightened emotions as a result of her 
experiences. In reality Ruth’s involvement in the trial was not compulsory and her 
decision to withdraw from the pilot was respected as she found the experience of 
no value in her work and it appeared to be threatening her wellbeing. The 
significance of teachers’ emotions in constructing identity cannot be 
underestimated (Zemblyas, 2003). Ruth’s identity as an effective teacher was 
seemingly being challenged by the teacher subjectivity constituted by the eCAT 
and her recognition that she did not fit this text-mediated image of the ‘ideal 
teacher’. Ruth’s observation also suggests that she interpreted the eCAT as 
predominantly a tool for data management given that some of the work she would 
rather be doing, designing rubrics and schemes of work, is facilitated by functions 
of the tool. Ruth’s experiences of designing programs in the tool were unhappy 
ones as she had planned to trial something in language confidence and spelling 
identities that did not fit into the tool. “You would not get the best out of me if I 
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had to put that sort of stuff into the tool. I feel it would stunt my creativity and my 
thinking” (Interview, 2009). 
Ruth’s emphasis on what she perceives as the laborious operability of the 
eCAT is in tension with her ‘normal’ priorities and her self-constructed identity as 
a teacher whose role is to engage the students in the classroom. 
I don’t know what your day looks like for you but with different classes and 
[positions of responsibility], of all the things I could choose to do, sitting 
there and going click, click, click, it’s not going to be up there, especially if 
it doesn’t have a life beyond me just putting data in there. I guess once it 
does grow and it becomes multi-year level and across subject areas then I’ll 
be doing that because someone else is going to need that information. (Focus 
Group, October 2008) 
In Ruth’s interview data it is clear that incorporating the demands of the 
eCAT into her daily work was in competition with her other responsibilities as a 
Learning Area Coordinator and as a teacher in her classes. Endless clicking in of 
data – whilst she acknowledges that there might be a purpose in future and along 
with that a sense of accountability to her colleagues – is not high on her list of 
workday priorities. In her teaching and planning she feels comfortable and has a 
positive identity, whereas the constant need of support in activating the eCAT 
seemingly brings her self-esteem and efficacy as a teacher into question, at least in 
her own eyes. Consequently Ruth exercised agency and chose not to manage the 
pressures associated with the eCAT any longer, until such time as the expectation 
to use this technology in her work becomes unavoidable. 
8.5.3. Exercising Agency: Pragmatism and Survival 
Ruth was not the only teacher in the pilot at Seven Hills College who 
exercised agency in choosing not to actively trial the eCAT in their work. 
Interview and focus group data suggests that some teachers were hesitant to invest 
too much time and effort into activating this policy text. This may be for a number 
of reasons. David acknowledged towards the end of 2009 that he had not 
particularly engaged with the tool: “I’ve been fairly busy. I’ve done as far as 
we’ve been told to and looked at what we can do when we actually get into it, but 
not much else. I just didn’t see the point of just duplicating some results” 
(Interview, 2009). David did the minimum required and only that specifically 
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requested by the consultants in the professional learning sessions. He was 
‘looking’ rather than doing, not through resistance to the concept, but due to lack 
of time and a perception that he would just be replicating data he already has 
about student achievement. Similarly, towards the end of 2009, Michael, a teacher 
in upper primary, was still watching from a distance rather than actively working 
within the eCAT. With the federal government’s intention to implement a national 
curriculum, Michael’s hesitation was pragmatic: “How much work do you do now 
and find that you have to change it all in a few years’ time?” (Professional 
learning session, 2009). 
When the probability of an Australian Curriculum arose in a focus group, 
the discussion revealed a sense of teachers being overwhelmed by the pace of 
change. The discussion also suggested that pragmatism is a necessary survival 
mechanism employed by some teachers to cope with change. 
Carol:  That’s frustrating because you’re learning one thing, and then 
you’ve got to be able to change your thinking and new learning. 
Julie:  Someone said to me earlier, that the state Curriculum Standards 
and Accountability Framework would go away. That was their 
excuse for not having to get their head around it. (Focus Group, 
2008) 
To some extent, the suggestion that as late as 2008 some teachers had not 
fully enacted the state Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework 
introduced after 2001 perhaps legitimises the decision by sector leaders to develop 
a tool to embed the curriculum more effectively into teachers’ work. However, 
without the compulsion to use the eCAT, pragmatism on the part of teachers 
indicates a tendency to avoid new initiatives if they seem to bring no immediate 
benefit. The teachers in the study were pragmatic in balancing existing demands 
and limiting the impact of the eCAT as a new pressure in their work. As Michael 
noted: 
It got to the point where there was so much happening, so much to do. Do I 
devote the time and energy to get my head around it and start working on it? 
I haven’t got to that point yet. I suppose there hasn’t been anything enough 
to push me along. (Focus Group, 2010)  
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A colleague agreed that her experience of trialling the eCAT had proved 
problematic in the context of her work: “It’s the time factor of when you’re going 
to do it and where are you going to lay your energies. There’s just been too much. 
I’m flat out just classroom wise” (Susan, Focus Group, 2010). Taking on 
additional work, without perceiving benefit in terms of reduced workload or 
improved teaching practices inevitably slows teachers’ enthusiasm for changing 
their practices.  
The functionality of the tool was of interest to teachers in the pilot, but 
Michael observed that “it has to get to the point where using it is easier than not 
using it, that if I use this it is going to make my life easier and I’m going to spend 
less time than if I’m doing it the old way” (Focus Group, 2010). Michael’s 
reference to ‘doing it the old way’ suggests that in some respects he sees nothing 
new in the work constituted by eCAT; it is just a technological means of 
organising existing practice. Whilst sector leaders saw the conception of a 
technological ‘solution’ as a means of making teachers’ work ‘easier’, in the trial 
at least the eCAT was perceived as an addition to teachers’ work, intensifying 
further what is already complex and time consuming work. For teachers to spend 
time incorporating the eCAT into their work requires that they see the purpose in 
what is intended and are persuaded it will add value to their work in improving 
students’ learning. Frustrations caused by technical difficulties, and the time taken 
for teachers to re-orient themselves to the tool’s functionality, did not assist in 
maintaining the momentum of the trial of the eCAT in teachers’ work.  
8.5.4. Discipline and the Re-organisation of Teachers’ Work 
Although there was generally consensus about the value of the eCAT, some 
teachers in the trial used their agency to limit or terminate their active 
involvement in the trial because of lack of time, or inexperience with ICT. The 
eCAT has the potential to re-organise teachers’ work, but activating it fully 
requires a commitment to change and discipline on the part of teachers. Carol 
acknowledged this: “[You need] to be disciplined in the time. You’ve got to keep 
up to date putting in observations and feedback and you’ve got to program time in 
and you’ve got to sit down and do it” (Focus Group, 2008).  
Earlier discussion has already demonstrated how much discipline teachers 
are required to demonstrate in managing the demands of their work, and how 
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much of their time is controlled by bells, whistles, timetables and other schedules. 
Teachers’ time is already structured and managed to a considerable extent, yet 
Carol implies that even greater discipline would be required to manage the 
demands of the eCAT. She does not question the validity of the initiative or 
wonder how integration might realistically be achieved. Instead there is 
willingness to re-organise workload to accommodate new demands. 
A thread of conversation in a focus group (2008) suggests how use of the 
eCAT has the potential to re-organise teachers’ work, not just in terms of how 
time is structured during the day, but in relation to how integration of the eCAT in 
teachers’ work might reconstitute activity in the classroom. 
Julie:  Daily, you have to program time in. 
Carol:  Yes, daily. 
Julie:  If you’re going to use it to document evidence that would have to 
be really daily time if you’re going to keep up with it. 
Carol:  I can see using pen and paper and… 
Julie:  Then transferring it 
Carol:  But then having to transfer is making more time. 
Julie:  And then you’re doing everything twice now. 
Carol:  It is, but if you see something in a classroom, I can’t open up the 
eCAT and write it down. You miss the moment usually. 
Julie:  Down the track, ready for action. I assume that’s where we’ll all be 
heading. I can see those things and… 
Carol:  Write them straight in. 
Julie:  But that’s retraining I guess. 
Sandra:  You could have it on your mobile phone I imagine, or your Palm. 
Julie: That’s pretty scary. 
Analysis of this short extract of conversation reveals the pervasive nature of 
discourses related to the technologisation of teaching and increased accountability 
inherent in the functionality of the eCAT. Julie and Carol do not question the 
validity of this work. There is no evident resentment that for a time this means a 
duplication of the work process around collecting evidence. Rather, there is 
willingness to make observations on paper and transfer this evidence to the eCAT 
at a later date because the current availability of mobile technology in the school 
does not allow for this to happen immediately. This raises questions about when 
 225 
this work will occur, but it does not apparently cause tension in their 
understanding of the place of evidence collecting in teachers’ work. Instead Julie 
and Carol imply acceptance that the task of uploading evidence will need to be 
added to their daily work in order to keep on top of this requirement, and that this 
will require discipline on their part to ensure that they meet this expectation of the 
tool. Although Julie does express some fear that more mobile ICT devices might 
make this task a more immediate process in future – a concept alien to her current 
practices – she seemingly accepts the possibility that this will mean a change to 
her work that will require retraining as ‘that’s where we’ll all be heading’. Julie is 
imagining a future where the immediacy of technology will facilitate a 
reorganisation of her work. 
8.5.5. A Window into Teachers’ Work: Who’s Accessing This and Why? 
The failure of some teachers to actively engage with the eCAT does not 
indicate a resistance either to technology or to increased accountability in data 
management. Carol expressed this in the following terms: 
It is the whole accountability side of it because I do feel that sometimes 
that’s not always there and we’re all guilty of that. You always think of the 
day when a parent might say ‘show me this and show me that’ and it’s there. 
So it’s setting me up to be accountable to the parents and to whomever else 
as well. (Focus Group, 2008) 
Carol’s reference to being accountable to ‘whomever else as well’ raises 
questions about surveillance and performativity inherent in the ‘ruling relations’ 
that are operating to organise and inform teachers’ work through the eCAT. Some 
teachers in the trial expressed concerns about the potential of the tool for 
surveillance, and consequently the pressures of performativity arising from 
opening this window into teachers’ work. Paul states that his “knee jerk reaction 
was who’s going to be accessing this and when, and how does that support or 
degrade the way teachers are viewed as professionals in this decade in Australia” 
(Interview, 2009). He expressed concern that there is the potential for the eCAT to 
bring an element of competition, as parents will expect to see more and more 
information about assessment and if it is not provided by some teachers they will 
be found wanting in comparison to others. Other teachers in the pilot shared this 
concern, as indicated in the following conversation. 
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Julie:  There’s a risk that one parent will have a teacher who’s very IT 
savvy and have a whole lot of work samples in there, and then 
another teacher like me who scans one piece. That’s what worries 
me. 
Carol:  Parents are going to make judgements [between] teacher and 
teacher. 
Julie:  I know, they are going to make them already and this is just 
another way. 
Carol:  It’s evidence for them. 
Julie:  It’s just another way of that comparison happening, and it happens. 
The whole parent access is something I can’t get my head round. I 
can see there’s a purpose but it puts alarm bells in my head. (Focus 
group, 2008) 
Issues related to performativity have been steadily increasing in the context 
of Australian education, exemplified by the release of the My School website 
(www.myschool.edu.au), which provides statistical information on approximately 
10,000 schools in Australia to encourage comparison and competition. Teacher 
quality and evaluation are on the federal government’s agenda and in the minds of 
teachers. Ball argues that “in regimes of performativity, experience is nothing, 
productivity is everything. Last year’s efforts are a benchmark for improvement” 
(2013, p. 136). The intended transparency of data management in the eCAT, and 
its emphasis on evidence, has the potential to intensify teachers’ work and 
legitimise teachers’ fears of performativity. The fact that whatever teachers 
upload, once confirmed, remains as a permanent record to be seen by others – 
teachers, school leaders and parents – raised concerns for some teachers. The 
evidence of performance (for students and, in consequence, teachers) required by 
the eCAT generates pressure to be accurate, not to be ‘flowery’ or waste time on 
learning experiences that can not be clearly linked to specific outcomes.  
The focus group transcripts reveal, if not a fear of surveillance, at least a 
concern by teachers to be seen as competent professionals who are doing their 
best to meet all the demands placed on them to ensure improvement in students’ 
learning. In this way, as Ball suggests, “performativity is a key mechanism of neo-
liberal government that uses comparisons and judgements, and self-management, 
in place of interventions and directions” (2013, p. 137). Teachers who trialled the 
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implementation of the eCAT in their work to some extent are ‘ideal teacher 
subjects’, taking on the discourses of accountability to become self-managing of 
‘new truths’ driving improvement.  
Accountability might be considered a fact of teachers’ lives and work, but 
most teachers in the pilot, such as Paul, did not experience it without emotion:  
There’s the potential for parents to access some of their student’s results and 
it sounds completely incorrect, the idea that parents can look in on your 
classroom to some extent without understanding how some of those results 
are attained and then make an assumption about you as a professional. That’s 
more of an emotional thing for me. (Interview, 2009)  
Paul’s emotions are aroused by the prospect of being judged by external 
forces that have no understanding of his situated context. Discourses of 
accountability are more prevalent than ever before in the public media in relation 
to teachers and their work. With increased accountability comes the need to 
provide an increasing quantity of evidence and data, a function facilitated by the 
eCAT and a clear objective in its development and implementation. The concern 
expressed in teachers’ interview data is that increasing parents’ access to and 
understanding of curriculum and assessment practices will enhance surveillance 
and add pressure to teachers, both physical and emotional.  
Consultants and senior leaders responsible for the design and 
implementation of the eCAT in schools do not necessarily share this concern and 
some consider such outcomes to be valid and beneficial, as indicated by Rebecca, 
a senior leader who for some time was involved in the implementation of the tool.  
If you’re really clear the purpose is about teacher collaboration, meeting the 
students’ learning needs and having a better interaction with parents because 
there’s more information about what has been learnt, what needs to be learnt, 
the processes to ensure that learning happens, then there is an element of 
surveillance over learning for the common good. It is a tool that provides 
additional information about student learning needs that benefits students, 
teachers and parents. (Interview, 2009) 
That the eCAT has the potential to be used for surveillance purposes was 
acknowledged in Rebecca’s recollection of professional discussion in the Sector 
Office: 
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[A principal] raised the capacity of this Tool to be used for surveillance that 
could be used to control teachers in a way that was not what we believed was 
good for students, teachers and education. It could be used as a whip, as a 
way of controlling teachers or a way of controlling students and this isn’t 
true. I can’t remember the context but I remember the essence that it was 
going to be used in a way that wasn’t about enriching learners’ experience 
and about using information about learners to promote further learning, but it 
was being used in a way to control and have power over teachers. (Interview, 
2009) 
Whilst making clear that it is not the underlying intention to activate the tool 
in a deficit way for surveillance purposes, the potential of the tool to have power 
over teachers is explicitly acknowledged. However, not all teachers in the pilot 
shared concerns about performativity and surveillance, at least in relation to 
supervision by school leaders as opposed to the concerns about parents’ scrutiny. 
In one focus group, taking my position as a curriculum leader in the school, I 
observed “presumably it’s going to be accessible internally to principals, 
leadership teams and anybody else. I wouldn’t have the time or inclination to be 
getting on there to see what everyone’s doing” (Focus Group, 2008). Perhaps 
surprisingly Julie’s response was “No, but I do hope that that’s how it will be used 
because I do worry that children slip between the gap” (Focus Group, 2008). Julie 
perceives an opportunity for leaders to monitor achievement data using their 
access to the eCAT, presumably hoping that intervention resources might be put 
in place where necessary for some students. Other teachers, such as Christine, also 
positioned surveillance positively: “It can only progress our children. To me if it’s 
not transparent, then why isn’t it transparent?” (Interview, 2009)  
Angela explicitly links surveillance and transparency with teachers’ 
accountability: 
I think it will make things really transparent. It will make teachers more 
accountable. It will make the job a lot more fair, as I think there are some 
people that do a lot more work than others and there’s not really a way of 
measuring that. (Interview, 2009) 
Angela is a young, relatively new teacher, working hard trying to change her 
work to fit in with what she perceives as the directions of the school and the 
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sector, naturalising the dominant discourses of competition, assessment and 
accountability. Possibly she wishes to please, and the fact that as her interviewer I 
was also her Assistant Principal may have had some bearing on her view. 
However, emerging in interview data is a clear understanding that being managed 
is part of teachers’ work, and managers should embrace some degree of measuring 
teachers’ output or productivity in a standardised form. Angela states: 
I see what time people go home. I mean you don’t know what people do 
when they go home but I see that there [are] maybe some people who don’t 
put in the same love and commitment as others. So I like the idea of making 
it accountable and if I was in a leadership position I’d have a look and make 
sure that everyone is doing the best they can, and I think it’s good for the 
students. (Interview, 2009) 
In her interview, Angela is self-critical of the ‘funny ideas’ she brought into 
teaching (because this does not fit her emerging image of teachers focusing on 
assessment and achievement), but in her reference to ‘love and commitment’ there 
are residues of a philosophy of teaching as a caring profession competing for 
dominance in her identity as a teacher. Angela seems to equate being seen to be 
working long hours with being a good teacher. She is an example of the self-
managing, disciplined ‘ideal teacher’ subject that measures of performativity – 
such as those constituted in the eCAT – seek to construct.  
In the trial of the eCAT at Seven Hills College teachers exercised agency in 
opting out or not actively engaging in working with the technology. However, the 
possibility of being ‘forced’ to implement this tool was also suggested and framed 
in both negative and positive ways. This will be explored in the next section in 
relation to how teachers’ work with the eCAT could be coordinated by the ruling 
relations operating in and across schools to organise teachers’ work. 
8.6 SOCIAL RELATIONS ORGANISING TEACHERS’ WORK WITH 
THE ECAT 
Ruling relations are exercised discursively as well as through material 
enactments. In taking up particular ‘conceptual frames’ and discourses available 
to them, actors in policy interpretation are implicated in social and ruling practices 
DeVault & McCoy, 2002). Analysis of data from the standpoint of teachers and 
leaders in the sector reflects the pervasive nature of discourses of managerialism 
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and accountability that are taken up by policy actors at all levels in the social 
relations coordinating teachers’ work. There is evidence that most teachers in the 
pilot at Seven Hills College, and sector leaders interviewed for this study, believe 
that use of the tool should be mandated, invoking power relations to force a 
change in teachers’ work. As Christine, a teacher at Seven Hills College stated: 
I think it has to be made compulsory for it to be effective. If some people are 
putting in and others aren’t, and people aren’t accessing it and other people 
don’t know how to use the tool, then… there’s no tracking going on and to 
me, that’s the main reason I would be using it. So if it’s not mandated it is 
almost not worth using, but then how are people accountable for what they 
are doing if it is not mandated? (Interview, 2009) 
David agreed that “it needs a whole school approach” (Interview, 2009) for 
it to be effective. As a senior leader in the sector, Rebecca expressed the need for 
the eCAT to be widely taken up in schools in terms of social justice: “It’s not 
going to be fair if only some students have this longitudinal view of their learning 
and their growth as learners or that it’s fragmented because some people won’t 
contribute to it” (Interview, 2009). Discourses of justice and fairness are at work 
alongside discourses of accountability in the question of whether the eCAT 
should, or will, be made compulsory in teachers’ work. As previously shown, 
Angela expressed the belief that implementation of the eCAT would make the 
work of teachers fairer, more equitable and more accountable, whilst Christine 
suggests that mandating something increases accountability, implying that 
teachers will endeavour to meet policy demands.  
In conversation with Margaret, a senior leader in the sector, I observed: 
“when this was presented to staff, one of the first questions that arose was will we 
have to use this?” (Interview, 2009). Evidence from my study suggests that not all 
teachers would willingly incorporate the eCAT into their daily work, unless its 
use is mandated. Margaret’s response to the question was, as she says herself, “a 
typical sector response”: 
This is a huge investment and it will be an ongoing expensive investment. 
We want to make sure that we’ve got a product, and ongoing support that of 
their own accord are so compelling that any teacher worth their salt would 
say why wouldn’t I do it. (Interview, 2009) 
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Margaret’s reference to objects and support being compelling ‘of their own 
accord’, is reflective of what Foucault (1978) terms ‘biopower’, a form or 
technique of governance that regulates and disciplines social experiences. 
Superficially, biopower operates in the interests of society, creating structures that 
are self-evidently ‘good’. However, they also operate to control, comprising “an 
explosion of numerous and diverse techniques for achieving the subjugations of 
bodies and the control of populations” (Foucault, 1978, p. 140). In Smith’s 
conception of social relations, such techniques of governance can be manifested in 
texts that represent policy and discourse, conveying a particular truth. Rabinow 
and Rose argue that biopower: 
Entails one or more truth discourses about the 'vital' character of living 
human beings; an array of authorities considered competent to speak that 
truth; strategies for intervention upon collective existence in the name of life 
and health; and modes of subjectification, in which individuals work on 
themselves in the name of the individual or collective life or health. (2006, p. 
195) 
Margaret implies that implementation of the eCAT is an evidently beneficial 
intervention in teachers’ work for the common good and that ‘any teacher worth 
their salt’ would embrace it. The not so subtle implication is that teachers who do 
not take up the eCAT in their work are not ‘worth their salt’ and are not 
contemporary teachers working in the best interests of students. Margaret 
acknowledges that “you can’t make anybody do anything,” but she implies that 
there will ultimately be some compulsion around inserting the eCAT into 
teachers’ work, or at least providing greater evidence of recording and acting on 
student data to improve learning outcomes. Margaret positions this in terms of 
equity: 
If you knew somebody had a responsibility as a teacher and wasn’t using 
this, then as a principal I’d be saying something. There’s an expectation that 
people would probably use it. There’s probably some velvet glove treatment 
there with firmness underneath, but I don’t believe you can make anybody 
do anything. (Interview, 2009)  
Discourse analysis of Margaret’s text reveals language of power and 
compulsion. She refers to teachers’ ‘responsibility’ to use the eCAT in their work; 
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by implication they are irresponsible if they don’t. There is some contradiction in 
the modality between ‘expectation’ and ‘probably’ but the juxtaposition of 
‘responsibility’, ‘expectation’, ‘velvet glove’ and firmness’ make clear that, in her 
view as a senior sector leader, teachers should be given little choice in using the 
eCAT in their work, and that the responsibility to ensure that the tool is 
effectively implemented in schools across the sector will be passed on to 
principals to take up their role in the ruling relations to activate sector directives. 
The interview and focus group data suggests that some teachers in the 
second stage of the pilot did not actively use the eCAT. The lack of engagement, 
even for teachers who enthusiastically participated in the pilot in the first stages of 
the trial and were “really motivated then it just drops away” (Julie, Focus Group, 
2010), was less about resistance, and more about lack of time to activate the 
eCAT amidst the competing demands on teachers’ time. There was also evident in 
the data a pragmatic attitude of waiting to see what impact curriculum change 
would have on the tool with the impending implementation of the Australian 
Curriculum. All teachers in the pilot at Seven Hills College perceived benefits of a 
‘whole school approach’ to creating data that could be tracked to improve student 
learning, even Ruth in spite of her ‘horror’ that this would mean she would be 
‘forced’ to sit down and learn how to operate the tool. However, until mandated, 
teachers used their agency in deferring involvement in the pilot or in managing 
their level of involvement in trialling the eCAT in their work. 
An interesting perspective offered by Ruth, who withdrew from the pilot in 
2009, is that “by the time it’s fully functional I’m imagining that it’s going to be 
obsolete” (Focus group, 2008). Certainly delays in implementation due to updates 
in the software and technical difficulties slowed the momentum. Ruth’s view was 
shared a year later by Mark, a principal in another pilot school who was also 
experiencing problems:  
My line has always been that eCAT is just a database, the embedded state 
curriculum is just a framework; it’s not the thing. I think the risk is that 
projects like the eCAT assume a life of their own and a status of their own 
that is not real. And I think there’s a chance that the world may have passed 
the eCAT by. If teachers can access it remotely in a variety of ways that are 
useful then it’s got a chance. If they can’t then I don’t think they’ll use it. I 
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mean they’ll use it if schools tell them to, but that’s not the best way of 
engagement. (Interview, 2010) 
Mark does not embody the image seemingly held by Margaret of a principal 
that will apply the ‘velvet glove’ treatment to ensure take up of the eCAT in 
teachers’ work. As a principal and an actor in the ruling relations of implementing 
sector and state policy at school level, Mark knows that if something is given as a 
directive then teachers for the most part will do it. This was supported by analysis 
of the interview data at Seven Hills College. However, Mark also acknowledged 
that this is not the most effective way to engage teachers as they will find ways 
around activating policies, especially if the initiative is not something easily 
adopted or unless there is compelling evidence that it will improve their work. In 
his observation that ‘the world may have passed the eCAT by’, Mark gives an 
indication of the speed with which technology is developing beyond sector 
development of the eCAT, providing other options for schools. He also provides 
insight into one of the major problems that existed throughout the implementation 
of the eCAT pilot at Seven Hills College, the unavailability of remote access to 
the tool. In Mark’s comments there is recognition that much of teachers’ 
curriculum and assessment work is conducted beyond the confines of the school 
day and school environment. Secondly there appears to be acceptance of this 
normative extension of the day/night work of teachers due to policy demands, and 
a seemingly unproblematised assumption that technology in the form of the 
eCAT, if working correctly, would seamlessly reach into the home and night 
hours of teachers’ lives.  
8.7 NEW NORMATIVITIES: CONSTRUCTIONS OF TEACHERS AND 
STUDENTS 
In the last section of this chapter I seek to demonstrate that new 
normativities are being created around a teacher ‘worth her salt’, ‘ideal’ 
pedagogies, and the construction of students, all of which are being constituted, 
and quite intentionally orchestrated, in the eCAT. I aim to show how teachers are 
being constructed as accountable practitioners and professionals, and how 
teachers’ work is being re-imagined as a result of technology.  
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8.7.1. Teachers as Accountable Practitioners 
Teachers in the pilot at Seven Hills College appear to have appropriated a 
discourse of accountability: for data, for test results, to parents, to colleagues, 
school leaders and to governments. It is a neoliberal discourse that speaks through 
texts informing teachers’ work, such as the Schools Assistance Act 2004 and the 
subsequent sector distributed Compliance Manual. Repeated references to 
accountability in the data derived from teachers and leaders of education in the 
sector, suggest a naturalisation of such discourse. This may account for the 
comment made by Julie at Seven Hills College in relation to accountability 
generally: “We’re really accountable, not just for learning” (Focus Group, 2008), 
and Ruth in relation to the eCAT: “Let’s push this tool to the ‘nth’ degree and if it 
is improved curriculum planning, improved accountability and assessment, that’s 
brilliant” (Focus Group, 2008). 
Naturalisation of discourses reduces the likelihood of resistance and of 
people problematising policies that are designed to reinforce practices of 
governing. Discourses that perpetuate ideologies of rule can be traced in what 
institutional ethnographers refer to as institutional discourse or widely shared 
ways of knowing that “carry institutional purposes and reflect a standpoint within 
relations of ruling” (McCoy, 2006, p. 118). The acceptance by teachers at Seven 
Hills College of accountability as an inevitable and, to some extent, welcome 
element of their work suggests a naturalisation of institutional discourses 
mediated through social relations and policy texts shaping teachers’ work.  
John, a senior sector leader responsible for managing the design and 
implementation of the eCAT, took up the concept of teachers’ accountability for 
student learning, describing it as “the openness and sharing of information 
between teachers and parents I think, and between teachers and teachers and in 
school between teachers and consultants that help improve teaching and learning” 
(Interview, 2009). Consequently, John sees accountability in the eCAT as “the 
capacity to enhance communication, collaboration and all the language, the 
symbolism that goes into teachers’ ability to share information” (Interview, 2009). 
According to John’s definition, accountability is almost interchangeable with 
transparency and open communication around assessment data. Teachers as 
professional practitioners are accountable to internal and external forces including 
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parents, school leaders and the Sector Office. In the development of the eCAT to 
facilitate transparent communication is the inherent assumption that teachers will 
accept this as a necessary and valuable mechanism for accountability. To some 
extent, data from this study bears this out. It was the possibility of collecting and 
sharing longitudinal data with colleagues that was the most compelling reason for 
teachers at Seven Hills College to use the eCAT.  
John argued that the “bureaucratic interpretation that’s prevailing at the 
moment,” in reference to accountability, is more ‘accounting’ for student 
achievement in national testing (Interview, 2009). He appears to want to separate 
this definition of accountability from his preferred definition of transparent 
communication. Yet both are features of the functionality of the eCAT, which 
operates to make visible the work of teachers and students, whether this is the 
intellectual work of curriculum design, or the physical work of uploading 
evidence of achievement and ‘clicking’ data into the tool. In all functions, the 
eCAT serves to increase teachers’ accountability around student learning. 
Emphasis in the functionality of the eCAT is on what is calculable, what can be 
held up to scrutiny, be justified by evidence and provide a benchmark for further 
improvement, both in terms of students’ achievement and arguably, teachers’ 
performance.  
8.7.2. Teachers as Consistent Professionals 
Connected with heightened expectations of accountability related to all 
aspects of teachers’ work is the construction of teachers as professionals. This can 
be interpreted from Ruth’s observation that “all sorts of professions have their 
version of the eCAT. This is just Education’s” (Focus Group, 2008). It can also be 
extrapolated from John’s view that collaborative, transparent, online 
communication facilitated by the eCAT would result in:  
moderation and enhanced consistency and so the more that teachers can do 
that around all aspects of their work the more consistent the profession is 
going to become in those areas the government’s been trying to push. 
(Interview 2009) 
The comments by Ruth and John are consistent with a contemporaneous 
national professional standards agenda that was foreshadowed at the time of the 
trial implementation of the eCAT. Social relations and “institutional purposes” 
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(McCoy, 2006, p. 118) are evident in John’s reference to “those areas the 
government’s been trying to push”, particularly outcomes-based curriculum and 
assessment, demonstrable improvements in student learning and subsequently 
teachers’ performance. These are discourses apparently taken up by John and 
other leaders in the sector and subsequently enacted in the development of the 
eCAT.  
John’s statement implies a construction of teachers that legitimised the 
creation of a technological ‘solution’ to standardise teachers’ work, and make it 
more transparent and consistent. He constructs good teachers as efficient and 
collaborative, and this normativity is made possible in the eCAT. John argues 
that: 
[Teachers will] gain efficiencies if they work collaboratively. There needs to 
be consistency, first in the way that teachers think, write, plan and organise 
that can be easily interpreted by someone else. So that means kind of a de-
privatisation of teaching and sort of doing away with what I call the 
idiosyncrasies of our practice so that there are some more generic ways of 
working. I think there’s a potential there to enhance quality as well. 
(Interview, 2009) 
John’s ‘vision’ assumes that collaboration is not currently within the 
practices of teachers’ work, yet, as the research data gathered from teachers 
during this study suggests, this is not the case. Teachers are already engaging of 
necessity in ‘efficient’ practices by collaborating in curriculum planning and 
moderation of assessment. Teachers are collaborative in their aim to consistently 
interpret the Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework and apply 
performance standards, or measures of quality, to assessment; this has become a 
‘normal’ part of teachers’ work as a result of policy texts informing their work as 
data from teachers in this study demonstrates. Yet the normativity of teachers’ 
work in the eCAT takes this further. John infers that individualism has no place in 
teachers’ work, and that consistency must extend to the “way teachers think, 
write, plan and organise”. The normativity of teachers and teaching constructed in 
the eCAT is one of standardisation. John believes that an electronic tool will serve 
to standardise many elements of teachers’ practice across time and place, enabling 
text to be read, interpreted and taken up by someone else to coordinate some 
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action (Nichols & Griffith, 2009). John evidently sees this as desirable to de-
privatise teaching. His language choices are more commonly associated with 
business: efficiencies, de-privatisation, benefit and quality. John constructs 
teachers as inefficient, inconsistent, idiosyncratic, and working in isolation. By 
implication, therefore, what is being constituted in the eCAT is a different 
construction of teachers. The ‘ideal’ teacher is one who is collaborative, efficient 
and one who uses technology to standardise practices related to curriculum 
planning and assessment of achievement.  
8.7.3. Re-thinking Teachers’ Work 
The eCAT was developed to address perceived problems in teaching 
generated by policy enactments related to curriculum delivery and accountability. 
Its materiality constitutes a new normativity of teachers’ work that has been 
shaped by discourses re-thinking and re-organising teachers’ work. This is 
demonstrated in a comment by Rebecca, a senior leader in the sector contributing 
to implementation of the eCAT:  
[The eCAT] will force a re-thinking of what teachers’ work is. The 
traditional understanding is by and large the current understanding and this 
understanding is ingrained in legislation: teachers are given the time to teach 
content driven lessons to homogeneous classes. The reality of teachers’ work 
however, is that they’re teaching, and are increasingly pressured to teach, 
learner-centred classes. Once you start having negotiated curriculum, once 
you start accounting for individual learners’ needs, once you start thinking 
about what sorts of learning students or groups of students need within your 
class, that’s a completely different amount of work. (Interview, 2009) 
Rebecca suggests that the complexity of teachers’ work has changed and 
that the functionality of the eCAT both reflects, and contributes to, this new 
complexity. ICT offers a solution for managing the data and curriculum 
implications of student-centred teaching and learning as the changes brought by 
emphasis on assessment practices, if they are to do justice to students, have 
resulted in an intensification of teachers’ work. Rebecca posits that the eCAT will 
be: 
One of the triggers that would cause a rethinking of what is to be a teacher. 
[It] will have implications for what is to be a teacher, for what it is to be a 
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school, for what it is to be a Principal, for what it is to be a consultant or a 
supporter of teachers’ professional learning that are beyond our imagination. 
(Interview, 2009)  
Teachers’ work is reconstructed by activation of policies discursively and 
materially inherent in the eCAT. As I demonstrated in Chapter 5, creation of a 
new normativity of teachers’ work was intentional. The eCAT is designed to 
change teachers’ work. As John states, the eCAT creates: 
A completely different construct of teaching and learning because a lot of 
the efficiencies are gained not out of the mechanics of the eCAT itself, but 
the way teachers can work together and they way they can actually 
collaborate and share and gain benefits from sharing with one another. 
(Interview, 2009) 
That John posits this construction of teaching and learning as ‘completely 
different’ suggests some distance as a sector leader from the practices actually 
shaping teachers’ day/night work, as is evidenced by the teachers’ descriptions at 
Seven Hills College of the weekend collaboration, team planning and 
programming and moderation practices that are a regular occurrence. But what is 
particularly relevant to this research is the conscious exertion of control by policy 
makers in the sector in endeavouring to engineer a change in teachers’ work based 
on a deficit construction of teachers. As Rebecca stated: “if we are not taking the 
lead and constructing the mission, well who is?’ (Interview, 2009). There is a 
strong implication that the tool is designed to bring about changes in teachers’ 
practices, and the use of the word ‘mission’, often used in the sector in reference 
to all aspects of its caring and teaching work, suggests that the changes wrought 
will undoubtedly represent an improvement in teaching practices to enhance 
student learning.  
8.7.4. Teachers as Competent Users of ICT 
The design, trial and implementation of the eCAT represent an assumption 
that teachers’ work should be more technologised to improve efficiency and to 
engage students in learning, as this is their world. As the research literature 
discussed in Chapter 3 suggests, the value of ICT is an inescapable discourse in 
education. Designers of the eCAT took up this discourse, positioning technology 
as a ‘solution’ to multiple problems in teaching and learning.  
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The eCAT was initially conceptualised as ‘simply’ a way of organising the 
collection of data about student achievement against a “thousand outcomes”. 
However, it grew into a technological means to organise and manage many 
aspects of teachers’ curriculum work and to improve student engagement through 
eLearning. All of this presupposes that teachers are competent and confident users 
of ICT, an assumption that can be problematised based on analysis of the data 
from teachers at Seven Hills College. 
The value of using ICT in education was seemingly not problematised by 
sector leaders responsible for planning an application to organise teachers’ work, 
nor was it fully appreciated how challenging some teachers might find the 
incursion of technology into their work. Technology is seen as a force for change, 
for rationalisation and collaboration, driven by a desire for efficiency and 
standardisation, as well as increasing engagement in learning. As Louise 
commented, at the turn of the millennium teachers “were not necessarily 
embracing the new technology” (Interview, 2009). However, a few short years 
later, the necessity of using ICT in teaching and learning is clearly not considered 
optional in the subjectivity of the contemporary teacher as it is constructed by 
sector leaders and constituted in the eCAT. John sees a degree of compulsion and 
inevitability around the integration of ICT in teachers’ work. He states:  
I think that teachers’ work is changing and ICTs are having an increasing 
impact on schools and on teachers’ work and there’s an increasing 
expectation that it will, because schools spend so much money on it, and that 
pretty soon, with all this rhetoric around 21st century education, parents are 
going to start to want to see some results, so something has to help teachers 
to make those changes. I see this as a transition. (Interview, 2009) 
John implies that teachers are still reluctant to embrace technology and need 
‘help to make those changes’. This ‘help’ can also be interpreted as ‘pressure’ 
generated by the sector in the design and implementation of the eCAT to bring 
about changes in teachers’ work. The design of an electronic tool to organise 
teachers’ curriculum and assessment work trans-locally is seeking to accomplish 
what research literature identified as a possibility over a decade ago, the 
reconfiguration of social institutions and a blurring of boundaries between home, 
school and the workplace (Loveless & Ellis, 2001).  
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Analysis of the data derived from leaders in the sector images a deficit view 
of teaching, ‘legitimising’ a policy development, represented by the eCAT, that is 
creating a ‘new’ construction of teachers. In discussing the type of teacher the tool 
is intended to support and actively produce, sector leaders reveal in interview data 
a view of teachers that is, by implication, a negative one. Teachers are not 
contemporary if they are not using technology to engage learners. They are not 
doing what is expected if they are not generating, managing and analysing 
electronic data to inform students’ learning or to meet accountability requirements 
in assessment and reporting. Use of ICT in teachers’ work is constructed as 
normal in the activation of the eCAT and enactment of this policy text by teachers 
will contribute to this new normativity of teachers as technicians and users of ICT.  
8.7.5. Embodiment of a ‘Teacher Worth their Salt' 
Evidence derived from teachers’ talking about their work at Seven Hills 
College challenges the deficit construction of teachers presented by designers of 
the eCAT. It offers an alternative construction of teachers working hard to cope 
with old demands and new pressures, struggling to juggle competing discourses of 
caring and accountability and manage the multi-dimensional demands on their 
time in their day/night work. The data convey an image of teachers earnestly 
trying to meet demands, wanting to engage in new innovations and be the model 
of the ‘ideal teacher subject’ that was actively sought by sector leaders in trialling 
implementation of the eCAT. 
Analysis of teachers’ work from their standpoints reveals discourses shaping 
a new normativity of what it means to be a ‘teacher worth her salt’. I would argue 
that most of the teachers at Seven Hills College already embody this construction 
in their day/night work. Teachers’ curriculum planning, teaching, assessment and 
reporting work has been shaped by an outcomes-based state Curriculum Standards 
and Accountability Framework and subsequent reporting regulations issued by the 
sector designed to engineer a consistent interpretation of A-E grading and ensure 
compliance with legislation. Evidence suggests that these texts have mediated 
teachers’ work prior to the development and trial of the eCAT. Nevertheless the 
eCAT constitutes and reinforces this new normativity around teachers’ work and 
ideal pedagogies, emphasising applications of technology in teaching and learning 
and increasing accountability around the administrative aspects of teachers’ work.  
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Teachers in the pilot at Seven Hills College have largely embodied in their 
day-to-day experience a construction of teachers as users of technology, as 
curriculum designers whose work is influenced by the need to demonstrate 
student learning against outcomes, and as people whose work transcends the 
boundaries of time and place, reaching into the night and weekend hours of their 
homes and families. Most teachers accept this as normal practice, endeavouring 
without much success to organise their time so that it did not impact excessively 
on their home lives. However, this normative construction of teachers’ work is not 
without tension. For Ruth, the encroachment of technology in her work and into 
her home life aroused conflicting emotions. 
Sandra:  Ruth, this doesn’t record grimaces but when we were talking about 
access from home making a difference… 
Ruth:  Look at my house! Is there any sign of the 21st century in it? 
Julie:  Nor should there be. 
Ruth:  I’ve actually got to navigate my way through feeling OK about 
that. And I guess too every teacher worth their salt takes work 
home, but the expectation? Is it subtle? The underlying expectation 
that teachers will work on it at home, that doesn’t sit that 
comfortably with me, even though we do anyway. (Focus Group, 
2008) 
It is not necessarily the issue of taking work home that caused Ruth to 
grimace. Her language suggests that ‘good’ teachers bring work, such as marking, 
home. Indeed, this focus group meeting occurred in Ruth’s home over dinner, as 
she is passionate about finding time and space to have conversations about 
teaching and learning. Her comment rather expressed her unease about the 
encroachment of online technology into her home, possibly because using 
technology to organise and record her curriculum planning and assessment is not 
part of her everyday practice, and nor does she want it to be as it competes with 
her image of herself as a creative teacher. 
Ruth’s agency in choosing not to activate the tool in her work or to 
technologise her ‘normal’ practices is arguably not consistent with the 
construction of the ‘ideal teacher subject’ embedded into the text-mediated 
discourses of the eCAT. The ideological work and subsequent design of the 
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functionality of the eCAT presupposes that teachers will be able to incorporate it 
seamlessly into their philosophies and technologies of practice, and that they 
should make this change to their work on the grounds that it is the just and right 
thing to do to promote improvements in students’ learning. 
To a large extent, teachers like Carol, Julie and Angela fit the profile of the 
‘ideal teacher’ being constituted in the eCAT and being appropriated by teachers 
in their work. Angela in particular was striving to naturalise the discourses in the 
curriculum and reporting requirements to ‘improve’ her approach to assessment 
and change her curriculum design practices to enact a ‘backwards design’ 
approach. Angela embodies the ideal teacher, dutifully and willingly enacting 
policy discourses and being self-regulating in changing her work. 
[The eCAT] has given me the green light to go and do, rather than just think 
about the way I do things. It’s forcing me to actively change them. I need 
that because when I look at my list of things to do, whilst that should 
probably be at the top of my list, you know the deadline for tomorrow gets 
preference. (Interview, 2009) 
Reference to a ‘green light’ is noteworthy. Angela, as a relatively new 
teacher, is anxious to do what she perceives as the right thing and what is 
expected by others, arguably school and sector leaders. When invited to be part of 
the pilot she saw it as “maybe people recognising what I have to offer so that was 
a good feeling” but analysis of her interview suggests the implication that if the 
eCAT is being implemented by the sector and supported by consultants, then its 
emphasis on outcomes must be the way forward in assessment. This interpretation 
gave her permission or instruction to continue changing her practice. In talking 
about her early experiences as a teacher, Angela is very critical of herself and the 
way she has programmed and assessed. She implies that using a technological 
‘solution’ to assess and record achievement will make her the type of teacher who 
is respected and valued in the sector, one who is efficient and progressive. 
Teachers in the pilot at Seven Hills College expressed the belief that the 
eCAT should be made mandatory to maximise its benefits for teachers and 
students. The construction of teachers evident here is not one of teachers avoiding 
technology or change if it enhances opportunities to improve student learning. 
Change has become a constant in teachers’ work. As sector leader John observed: 
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“if you don’t like change, give up teaching” (Interview, 2009). Instead, the 
evidence presents a picture of teachers willing to embrace change but who are 
living the day/night work demands on their time and recognising that they will 
need a ‘push’ to re-organise their priorities.  
A normativity of teachers’ work is constructed in a particular way by and 
through the discourses operationalised in the eCAT. There is an assumption that 
‘teachers worth their salt’ – a phrase that comes up repeatedly in the data – will do 
all the ‘right things’, which essentially means giving emphasis in their work to 
tracking students’ achievement, assessing against prescribed outcomes and 
planning differentiated learning. Furthermore a ‘good’ teacher, indeed a 
‘contemporary’ teacher is one, according to Margaret, a senior sector leader, who 
sees that “common sense is that you would go that way” (Interview, 2009). By 
‘that way’ Margaret is referring to teachers taking up the eCAT in their work, 
without the need for “some velvet glove treatment” (Interview, 2009). 
The teachers in the pilot at Seven Hills College probably fit to a 
considerable extent the ‘ideal teacher’ construction, which is essentially why they 
were invited to trial the implementation of the eCAT in their work. There is a 
sense of earnestness that is conveyed through the data, a desire to seek 
improvement in student learning and teachers’ work that also demonstrates to a 
large extent the naturalisation of the discourses around improvement and 
accountability. Whilst there are obviously competing discourses at work, such as 
teachers’ discomfort around labelling students according to grades, nevertheless 
there is acceptance that the eCAT offers a means to coordinate teachers’ work 
related to assessment and reporting and that accountability and transparency are 
both necessary, acceptable and a fact of life in teachers’ work today.  
8.7.6. Teachers are Not Standard and Neither are Students 
The eCAT, as part of a policy ensemble informing teachers’ work and 
creating particular constructs of teachers, makes material a desire for 
standardisation. However, Ruth’s withdrawal from the trial of the eCAT is worth 
re-visiting as her experience provides a counter construction of teachers to that 
produced by, and constituted in, the eCAT. She offers an image of teachers who 
are not ‘IT savvy’ and able to seamlessly integrate the tool into their day-to-day 
work. Ruth’s reality is of a teacher challenged by the way the tool constructs her 
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as predominantly a manager of assessment and data. Ruth’s voice – and she is not 
alone in the teachers’ interview data – offers an alternative discourse of teachers 
who are more cognisant of the need to develop the ‘whole child’. The eCAT does 
not create a complete image of a student, or reflect all of the work that goes into 
caring and teaching. The eCAT offers a construction of a data driven teacher and a 
student as the object and sum of their achievement data. Both are in conflict with 
some teachers’ philosophies about teaching.  
Ruth’s withdrawal from the pilot was partly due to her sense of inadequacy 
with ICT, but also her philosophical discomfort with how the tool constructs 
students. She perceived that “there’s no pastoral element in it” (Interview, 2009). 
Ruth talks of the great successes that students have in the sporting arena at Seven 
Hills College. She suggests that there is no place in the tool to create an image of 
the whole student, something that was also found wanting by other teachers 
because of having “the whole child drummed into us” (Carol, Focus Group, 
2008). For Ruth, the emphasis on assessment of achievement, when teachers 
upload observations and comments, means that “I don’t get the snapshot of the 
student that I want; only a few words. There’s a bit of unease about losing control 
of your commentary about a child” (Interview, 2009). An ‘incomplete’ text would 
present a one-sided ‘possibility’ of a student’s subjectivity.  
Whilst the eCAT is intended to provide information about students to 
inform teaching and learning, Ruth perceives a limited capacity in the tool, which 
she suggests constrains and directs what she is able to say about students. 
Consequently, this would therefore constrain what can be taken up by other agents 
reading the uploaded data to inform their work with students. Feedback focuses 
on students’ academic achievements rather than on the learner as a whole, which 
is at odds with how she views students, how Ruth perceives her work and “how I 
talk and how I write” (Interview, 2009). What Ruth appears to be saying is that 
the possibilities in the tool for constructing the subjects and objects of its use, 
present an inaccurate view of both her self-constructed identity as a teacher and of 
the student. 
Ruth, like all the teachers in the pilot, is conscious of the emphasis on 
outcomes and student achievement. Without the space and place in the eCAT to 
create a complete picture of the learner including the pastoral observations, 
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behaviours, extra-curricular strengths and so forth, what is constructed is an 
objectified view of students, as ‘receivers’ of assessment observations, as objects 
to be assessed, recorded, grouped, classified, reported upon and ‘passed on’ in the 
form of data representing less than the whole. This construction of students is 
limited, conveyed in text designed to focus on academic achievement, which 
positions students as objects for sorting and sifting, delineated by data on the 
Standards achieved in a prescribed Curriculum Standards and Accountability 
Framework.  
As Foucault wrote, “power produces, it produces reality” (1979, p. 194) and 
teachers’ enactment of the eCAT creates data on students that is productive and 
generative, contributing to how “human beings are made subjects” (Foucault, 
1983, p. 208) to be managed as part of the population. Power over the creation of 
knowledge and the construction of particular ‘truths’ is activated in the eCAT, in 
the power to create subjectivities of both teachers and students. In his book on 
Foucault, power and education, Ball (2013) argues, citing Foucault, that:  
Power relations are always instantiated in certain “fields of knowledge, types 
of normativity and forms of subjectivity” (1992, p. 4). Experts and their 
knowledges play a key role in determining how we should act and who we 
are. (p. 15) 
The construction of students as objects of assessment is probably at odds 
with the objectives of the construction of the tool as expressed by sector leaders 
responsible for its conceptualisation and design. The intended purpose of data 
collection and tracking enabled by the tool is to inform teaching and learning. It 
aims to make the need for differentiation obvious to teachers and compel them to 
respond accordingly to meet students’ needs. However, at the same time as the 
eCAT aims to personalise students’ learning, the construction of students in the 
tool de-personalises them by what the organisation and data entry in the eCAT 
makes possible and by what it leaves out. Ironically, the prevailing discourses of 
competition, assessment, improvement and accountability are so dominant in the 
tool as to almost nullify the intention of personalisation through the competing 
emphasis on standardising teachers’ work in assessment, recording and reporting. 
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8.8 CONCLUSION 
This chapter has explored from the standpoint of teachers at Seven Hills 
College their experiences in trialling the implementation of the eCAT in their 
day/night work. Discussion of the data suggests that teachers, for the most part, 
are endeavouring to balance competing discourses in their work, and experiencing 
‘old’ or familiar demands with new pressures of performativity causing tension 
and arousing emotion in teachers’ work. What emerges is that the teachers 
participating in the eCAT pilot share some common perceptions about teachers’ 
work and what makes a good teacher. Being accountable for ‘doing the right 
things’ in their curriculum planning and teaching, assessment and recording is 
accepted as part of their day to day work, and being members of a profession 
brings with it demands and expected models of behaviour. 
 In exploring the construction of teachers and teaching that is conveyed in 
analysis of the interview data of teachers and sector leaders, I argue that a new 
normativity is being constructed around a ‘teacher worth her salt’, a normativity 
that demands new pedagogies in relation to differentiating learning experiences 
and increasing integration of technology into teaching and learning. Teachers 
have, to a considerable extent, appropriated discourses of accountability and 
managerialism to constitute a new normativity around teachers’ work and are 
consequently “being productive of and constituted by” (Maguire et al., 2011, p. 
597) sets of  “discursive practices, events and texts” (Fairclough, 1995, p. 132). 
As policy actors however, mapping policy onto a profusion of local 
practices (Ball, 1994), teachers still exercised agency in the degree to which they 
allowed the eCAT to impact upon and change their work. As the trial did not 
mandate enactment of the eCAT in teachers’ work, it was regarded as an optional 
tool and was not taken up in all its possibilities by teachers at Seven Hills College. 
Nonetheless as a ‘policy text’ constructed by sector leaders with the objective of 
changing teachers’ work when it is fully implemented across sector schools, the 
eCAT constitutes the discourses shaping a new normativity of teachers’ work. It is 
a new normativity reflecting what is valued in education at a particular point in 
time. As sector leader John stated: “what we really value, and what we wanted to 
privilege is evidence-informed practice” (Interview, 2009). 
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The stated objectives of sector leaders in conceiving and trialling 
implementation of the eCAT might have been to organise and ‘streamline’ 
teachers’ work and promote contemporary learner-centred learning through the 
facilitation of eLearning opportunities. However, teachers’ experiences of the 
eCAT tell a different story. Teachers’ interpretation and enactment of the eCAT in 
the trial of its functionality appear to support the contention that the collection of 
evidence to demonstrate and confirm achievement of the Curriculum Standards 
and Accountability Framework outcomes is a dominant purpose of the tool, 
facilitating tracking students’ achievement across time and place. Whilst old work 
might be achieved in technologised ways with the eCAT, I would argue that the 
online learning options are limited to forms of learning that can be achieved 
through other avenues and technologies, such as journals in books, class 
discussion or other online learning platforms in existence outside the eCAT. 
Technology moves at such a pace that the concerns of Ruth, a teacher in the trial 
of the eCAT at Seven Hills College, and Mark, a principal implementing a similar 
trial at his primary school in the sector, that the tool may be obsolete before it is 
fully functional may have some foundation.  
If the assessment and data collection work shaped by the eCAT is not 
entirely new work for teachers, these dominant functions in the eCAT are 
arguably generating more intense work as a result of the high levels of expectation 
and accountability demanded in this policy tool. Teachers’ experiences with the 
eCAT suggest that this tool may re-organise teachers’ work in terms of how 
curriculum is designed to generate work samples that can be easily uploaded as 
evidence of student achievement. The possibility that teachers’ visible work, in 
the form of comments and observations made in the eCAT and the quantity of 
evidence uploaded, may be compared by colleagues, parents or school leaders, 
generated pressures of performativity leading to feelings expressed by some 
teachers that they would have to upload evidence for everything that was in their 
curriculum design. The possibility of surveillance inherent in the eCAT also 
aroused concerns and anxiety in some teachers who felt that parents would make 
judgements about teachers’ performance and students’ achievements without an 
appropriate understanding of the context in which data is generated.  
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In the organisation and functionality of the eCAT, students and teachers are 
constructed in a particular way that reflects the dominant discourses of 
competition, improvement and accountability. Teachers and students are 
objectified by the policy discourses shaping and inherent within the tool. In 
‘activating’ the tool, teachers are engaging in “practices that systematically form 
the objects of which they speak” (Foucault, 1986, p. 49), new subjectivities for 
teachers and students. Analysis of the data gathered during this study of teachers’ 
work has intended to demonstrate how the conception and deployment of the 
eCAT can be interpreted as “discursive formations” designed to “converge with 
institutions and practices, and carry meanings that may be common to a whole 
period” (Foucault, 1986, p. 118).  
It remains in the conclusion of my thesis to draw together the findings in 
this research study in relation to teachers’ work and the text-mediated ruling 
relations serving to organise it at Seven Hills College. In doing so I aim to offer 
insights into discourses at work in the trajectory and enactment of policy, and 
contribute to the body of literature on teachers’ work in a context of global and 
national change. 
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Chapter 9:  Reflection and Conclusions 
9.1 INTRODUCTION 
The final section of my doctoral thesis presents the conclusions I have drawn 
from my research and reflects on how the insights I have gained inform my work as a 
teacher and, to a greater extent, my work as a school leader now and into the future. 
This chapter will be presented in three parts. In the first part I reiterate the three focus 
questions that served to organise my research agenda and the logic of developing my 
research around these questions. In this section I also reflect on my role as participant 
researcher situated in a site where I am also a school leader. In connection with this 
complex positioning, I consider the limitations and strengths of my study and further 
avenues for inquiry that have been suggested by my research. In the second part of 
this chapter I present a meta-analysis of my findings in relation to the three questions 
or themes that shaped the research. I consider how the title of my thesis – Control, 
shift, insert: Living and enacting policy in teachers’ day/night work – reflects text-
mediated changes to teachers’ work that are re-defining what it means to be a teacher 
in a global climate of increased accountability. In the final part of this chapter I 
reflect on the significance of my research to my work as a school leader and to others 
in positions of educational leadership working within the ruling relations of 
education policy and discourses that are shaping the direction of teachers’ work and 
schooling.  
9.2 UNSETTLING AND UNSETTLED QUESTIONS 
9.2.1. Overview of the Research Agenda 
I began my thesis by stating that teachers are working in challenging times. 
As I started on my research journey, I was not fully appreciative of what this means 
in terms of the lived actuality of teachers’ work. I was a consultant working in the 
state office of a non-government education sector and had not worked as a classroom 
teacher for three years. It was from my position as a consultant that unsettling 
questions arose in relation to the design and planned implementation by sector 
leaders of an electronic ‘tool’ that appeared to have the potential to organise 
teachers’ work related to the planning, delivery, assessment and reporting of 
curriculum. As a non-intuitive user of ICT, and considering my background in 
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teaching, I wondered how teachers would experience the ‘insertion’ of this software 
tool into their everyday practice. This provided what Smith (2005) calls the ‘point 
d’appui’ or starting point for my research, a desire to investigate teachers’ work from 
the standpoint of those experiencing it, teachers in the classroom. I was fortunate that 
shortly after I had decided to embark on this research an opportunity arose for me to 
take up a leadership position in one of the schools piloting the eCAT. Consequently, 
in a particular situated moment of educational change, I have sought to investigate, 
as a participant and a researcher, an instance of educational policy enactment (Ball, 
2012) by teachers in their everyday work.  
My inquiry began with teachers’ lived experiences trialling a software tool in 
their work but it became a much broader study. As my thinking developed, I began to 
see the eCAT as a policy ‘text’ generated by leaders within the non-government 
sector in which I am situated. This led me to ask questions about the origins of the 
initiative and what it was designed to achieve. As teachers talked about their work, 
and I reflected on my own experience as a teacher and a school leader, I sought to 
understand how this work is organised to happen as it does. Thus the logic of inquiry 
as an institutional ethnography emerged, as this methodology seeks to trace from the 
standpoint of those studied how their day/night work is organised by institutional 
practices and discourses outside of their everyday knowledge. From the questions 
about the genesis of the eCAT that prompted my research, and growing awareness as 
a new school leader of policies in schools shaping teachers’ work, avenues of inquiry 
unravelled to bring into view the complex tapestry that is teachers’ work and the 
policies and discourses that shape it, at least in my particular situated context. The 
logic of my research was thus shaped around the following questions: 
• What are teachers’ experiences in trialling the eCAT software in their day-
to-day work? 
• How does the development of an electronic Curriculum and Assessment 
Tool reflect wider global discourses on education in the 21st century that are 
shaping educational goals and practices trans-locally? 
• How do text-mediated discursive and social relations operate to organise 
teachers’ work? 
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Beginning in the actualities of teachers’ work, teachers implicitly or explicitly 
identified policy texts, structures and relations of control operating to coordinate 
their work. Tracing and analysing the texts related to curriculum, assessment and 
reporting shaping teachers’ work in a particular situated context provided a lens to 
explore the wider discourses shaping educational goals and practices.  
9.2.2. Exploring the Complex Triangle: Researcher, Leader and Teacher 
At times during my research I felt I had multiple personalities and I did 
experience conflict between my different roles. My journal served as a space for me 
to challenge my observations and actions and critically reflect on my position. I took 
on the role as Assistant Principal responsible for teaching and learning at Seven Hills 
College motivated by the goal to explore the trial of the eCAT as a teacher and as a 
researcher. In a very short time, however, it became evident that the busyness and 
responsibilities of my leadership role became my priority. I maintained as much as 
possible my role as a teacher in which I trialled the eCAT in my own teaching work, 
but the time for this became limited by my everyday work and alignment as a school 
leader.  
To some extent I shared the experiences of teachers in terms of my teaching 
work being shaped by the same policies resulting in similar practices. As the 
Assistant Principal, however, I was responsible for staff professional development, 
curriculum, assessment and reporting, and also for meeting internal and external 
accountability requirements. In the course of my research I became acutely aware of 
how I was implicated in interpreting, enacting and enforcing policies and practices 
organising teachers’ work and my own work as a school leader. In this regard my 
research served a valuable purpose in bringing into view how text-mediated social 
relations beyond my everyday knowing coordinate my work. As explained in 
Chapter 2, evidence of teachers’ agency regarding the extent of their involvement in 
the eCAT trial suggests that teachers did not feel compelled to do anything based on 
my leadership position. Teacher participant Ruth’s withdrawal from the trial of the 
eCAT is again evidence I hope of teachers’ agency not being impacted by my role as 
school leader. Teachers seemed at ease talking in interviews and contributing to 
focus groups, choosing the level of contribution with which they felt comfortable 
even though this resulted in some teachers remaining almost invisible in the study. I 
would be naïve, however, to assume that my leadership role had no impact on 
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teachers’ participation in my research and Angela might be cited as an example of an 
earnest young teacher whose responses were perhaps, to some extent, shaped by her 
wanting to be seen by a member of the leadership team as doing ‘the right thing’.  
My subjectivities as teacher and researcher were complicated by my 
subjectivity as a school leader and vice versa. There were times when I felt empathy 
with teachers during focus groups and interviews, especially when the eCAT was 
unavailable due to technical difficulties and teachers expressed relief that this was 
the case as they were too busy to spend much time on the trial. In my position as 
teacher I also felt relieved, as this was one less thing for me to do! As school leader, 
however, I was frustrated by what I saw as a waste of the professional learning 
budget when I was releasing teachers to work on the eCAT and it was unavailable. 
I was also concerned at how lack of progress in the eCAT pilot might be 
interpreted by my principal and by sector leaders with whom I’d worked previously 
as a consultant. As explained in Chapter 2, I keenly felt a sense of expectation that I 
would share a systemic perspective on the implementation of the eCAT, and this is 
my lived reality in the ruling relations of the educational system within which I am 
situated. My research has caused me disquiet, and in my thesis I have sought to 
preserve confidentiality and anonymity in referring to sector personnel and in 
masking the sector and its location within Australia. This has generated some 
awkwardness in my writing. Whilst I have sought to be critically reflexive in my 
analysis and avoid ‘institutional capture’ (Smith, 2005), the complexity of my 
position in the ruling relations of educational leadership in the ‘system’ is a potential 
limitation of the research. 
9.2.3. Limitations and Further Avenues for Inquiry 
My thesis contributes to the research literature on teachers’ work as it 
provides a complex picture of the lived actualities of teachers’ everyday/everynight 
work from the standpoint of teachers themselves. I have been immersed in the 
discourses and practices of education for over twenty years and the risk of having 
naturalised the very discourses that I seek to trace and analyse is a real one. I have 
sought to be critically reflexive in approaching and analysing data but I cannot 
profess to have maintained objectivity and, given the participant nature of this 
institutional ethnography, it is not something I would attempt to claim. I am sure that 
my subjectivities are visible in the research. This is a potential limitation of the 
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research, experienced by several researchers doing institutional ethnography (Smith, 
2006) but also a potential strength as this study reflects my embodied experience as a 
school leader conducting insider research.  
Another limitation of my research lies in its emphasis on teachers’ work 
related to curriculum, assessment and reporting. These are key components of 
teaching and learning and my research has argued that policies and discourses have 
privileged these elements above other, less recordable components of teachers’ 
day/night work. I am aware that this research started as an exploration of teachers’ 
experiences with the eCAT, which, as its name indicates, emphasises curriculum and 
assessment. This shaped the questions and conversations in interviews and focus 
groups, perhaps unnecessarily narrowing and limiting descriptions of teachers’ work. 
I have only traced and analysed key policy texts made visible in the eCAT and in 
teachers’ descriptions of their curriculum, assessment and reporting work. Similarly, 
interviews with principals and sector leaders focused on the origins and purposes of 
the eCAT, again limiting discussion of teachers’ work to areas of curriculum and 
assessment. Whilst I suggest that these recordable and accountable elements of 
teachers’ work have assumed a greater importance, there are clearly other aspects of 
teachers’ work related to actual classroom pedagogies and pastoral care of students 
that have been marginalised in this research. As a study of teachers’ work in its full 
complexity there are therefore limitations in this research. An avenue for further 
inquiry suggested by my study would be to interrogate the complex array of 
additional policies informing the dynamic and multi-faceted nature of teachers’ 
work, to analyse the competing discourses of schooling in Australia evident in these 
policies and to explore the proportions of time in teachers’ work given to caring 
work and accountability work. Whilst my study lends support to claims made in the 
research literature that policies and discourses in education are “pushing the life and 
work of the teacher in disturbing directions” (Goodson & Hargreaves, 1996, p. 3), 
there is scope to broaden this to look at how education, or schooling, is being re-
constituted in Australia. 
My analyses of teachers’ everyday work and their experience of trialling the 
eCAT at Seven Hills College provide a vivid description of complex, demanding 
work that transcends the boundaries of a ‘normal’ working day and occurs in spaces 
and places beyond the classroom and the school site. However, it is nevertheless 
research situated in a particular context, in one school in a non-government sector in 
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Australia. This was not the original intention when the research was conceived. I had 
intended to gather data from the seven schools piloting the eCAT but, as explained in 
Chapter 2, this did not eventuate. It was an ambitious goal and would have been 
unmanageable due to the complexities of accessing schools and participants whilst 
working full time as a school leader.  
Institutional ethnography explores how ruling relations are mediated and 
activated trans-locally through texts. A goal of institutional ethnography is to 
investigate how texts are taken up, read, interpreted and enacted by one person to 
interact or coordinate with the work of others. I have sought in this study to 
demonstrate how discourses and policies were taken up by sector leaders in the 
design and implementation of an electronic curriculum and assessment tool to 
organise teachers’ work. Taken as a policy text, the eCAT was trialled in seven 
schools prior to the planned implementation across more schools in the sector. This 
study does offer, with reasonable confidence, discussion of the aims and intentions of 
the implementation of the eCAT as analysed from data generated from the 
perspective of sector leaders. However, only tentative conclusions can be drawn 
about the enactment of this policy text to coordinate the work of teachers both at 
Seven Hills College and across the sector.  
At Seven Hills College ten teachers were involved to a greater or lesser extent 
in the trial of the eCAT and in my research on teachers’ work. In reviewing the data 
collected, some teachers appear as cameos in focus groups; some did not go beyond 
the professional learning sessions in doing anything with the eCAT in their work. 
The reasons for this are interesting but nevertheless their relative silence impacts on 
the research. In addition, whilst an initial interview was conducted with a teacher 
from another trial school and data were gathered during sector-led focus groups, I 
have not drawn on this data as time constraints did not permit me to follow up 
meaningfully with teachers trialling the eCAT outside of Seven Hills College. 
Triangulation of the data generated within Seven Hills College does suggest a similar 
interpretation and activation of policy texts, including the eCAT, by teachers, but the 
limited number of teachers generating data for this research is a limitation in terms of 
drawing conclusions about the replicability of findings to other teachers and/or to 
other schools.  
The trial of the eCAT resulted in data being uploaded in this electronic tool in 
2008, 2009 and to a lesser extent 2010. The ‘trial’ was only expected to last a few 
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months in 2008, but technical difficulties resulted in teachers continuing in trial 
mode with the eCAT over a longer period of time. Whilst more teachers joined the 
trial in 2009, this trial mode meant that at Seven Hills College we did not experience 
how data uploaded by one teacher was interpreted and acted upon in subsequent 
years to shape other teachers’ work with the students concerned. This is also a 
limitation of the study as one of the stated intentions of sector leaders who designed 
and implemented the eCAT was that the transparency of data available to teachers 
about the diversity of student achievement should result in teachers differentiating 
teaching and learning experiences to meet students’ needs. An extension of my 
research is therefore suggested and desirable in schools where teachers have 
continued to use the eCAT, or equivalent software, to see how this policy intention is 
being evidenced. 
In conducting this research on teachers’ work and the trial of the eCAT, I 
have largely focused on the subjectivities constructed for teachers in policies shaping 
teachers’ work. I will explore this further in the next section of this chapter. 
However, in Chapter 8 I also touched briefly on the constructions of students in the 
eCAT as objects of assessment, measurement and comparison. I have drawn tentative 
conclusions about how students are being constructed in educational discourse from 
one ‘policy’, the eCAT, which is in itself borne of interpretation of wider discourses 
and policies. To add weight to this interpretation of student subjectivities, further 
analysis of educational policies and practices would be beneficial, and this has 
implications for future research related to the extension of national testing, 
publication of results for accountability purposes and the continuation of A-E 
reporting requirements against Achievement Standards in the Australian Curriculum. 
It would also be beneficial to explore how students are constructed in measures of 
teacher performance in the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers. 
To summarise the limitations of this study, the research did not go as planned 
and the findings are therefore limited to the experience of a relatively small number 
of teachers in one school. In addition, the complexity of my position as a researcher 
and a school leader means that, whilst I aimed to be critically reflexive and aware of 
the risks of being caught up in the ruling relations constituted in the eCAT and in the 
enactment of policies in my work with teachers, I am not sure that this was entirely 
achieved. However, in spite of the fact that there are always difficulties in conducting 
insider research, such as managing complex relations, being able to step away from 
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the practice and managing issues of confidentiality, my insider status provided 
intimate access to lived actualities that I shared to a large extent, enabling teachers to 
discuss their experiences. Whilst a lack of generalizability might be regarded as a 
limitation of the research, an in-depth case study from an insider perspective has 
provided the space to ask important questions about teachers’ work. Practitioner 
research is one of the few spaces available to problematize and question what is 
happening in people’s everyday experience. There are strengths in conducting an 
extended case study, and such empirical work can inform theory and raise questions 
for further research that can and should now be asked in other sites. 
9.3 CONTROL, SHIFT, INSERT: TEXT-MEDIATED RULING 
RELATIONS IN PRACTICE 
The title of my thesis – Control, shift, insert: Living and enacting policy in 
teachers’ day/night work – has become more meaningful as the research has 
unfolded. I initially devised this title because I was exploring teachers’ trial of an 
electronic tool in relation to their curriculum and assessment work. The language of 
computer functionality seemed apt to consider how teachers experienced the 
insertion of this policy text and ICT facility into their work. However, as I aim to 
show in this section, as avenues for inquiry opened up and I began to trace the 
policies and discourses behind the genesis of the tool and operating already to shape 
teachers’ work at Seven Hills College, the choice of ‘control’ ‘shift’ and ‘insert’ in 
my title took on more significance than I had anticipated.  
To begin this section I discuss how the policies analysed in this thesis – the 
eCAT, the federal Schools Assistance Act 2004, the state-preferred Curriculum 
Standards and Accountability Curriculum Framework and a sector distributed 
Compliance Manual – represent the enactment of ruling relations through a policy 
ensemble to control and discipline teachers’ work and move it in a particular 
direction. Then, I aim to show how teachers’ enactment of policies prior to trialling 
the eCAT has generated a shift in some teachers’ practices related to curriculum 
design. I suggest that this shift has been brought about by emphasis on outcomes and 
measurement of student learning for which teachers are feeling increased pressures 
of performativity and accountability in their work.  
In connection with concepts of control and shift, I then draw together my 
findings in relation to the design of the eCAT and how teachers experienced its 
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activation during a trial at Seven Hills College. As I have shown, discourses of 
control, standardisation and accountability have come together in the eCAT in 
synergy with a global discourse about the necessity and value of integrating ICT into 
teachers’ work. Although the trial of the eCAT represents one instance of policy 
enactment, I suggest it represents a broader sweep of policy intention and enactment 
aimed at shaping and organising the work of teachers trans-locally across an 
educational sector. 
Next I discuss how the discourses constituted in the eCAT construct particular 
subjectivities for teachers. Teachers as policy actors read and interpret policies and 
have agency in how they enact policy in their everyday work. Nevertheless, the 
consistent ‘messages’ and possibilities conveyed in multiple policies such as the 
ensemble explored in this study challenge teachers and create tensions in their work 
as they struggle to take on or resist the subjectivities constructed for them.  
Finally, I show how evidence from my study suggests that a new normativity 
of teachers’ work is being constructed and enacted by some teachers. Whilst some 
teachers exercising their agency might be in ‘wait and see’ mode, others, earnestly 
trying to embody what it means to be ‘a teacher worth their salt’, are living and 
breathing work and ‘doing’ work in new ways, the effect of which has been to 
intensify teachers’ work and increase accountability. 
9.3.1. Text-mediated Control and Discipline of Teachers’ Work 
I sought to investigate how text-mediated discursive and social relations 
operate to organise teachers’ work trans-locally. I started with a sense that the eCAT 
was being designed for implementation in sector schools and that it has the potential 
to change how teachers plan curriculum and assess and record achievement. The 
eCAT is more than an ICT tool. It is a material policy proffered as a ‘solution’ to 
problems in teachers’ work. My analysis of data related to the origins of the eCAT 
suggests that it represents part of a policy ensemble to organise and actively change 
how teachers’ work related to curriculum and assessment is done. The ‘problems’ 
perceived by sector leaders that legitimised the development of the eCAT and this 
material intervention in teachers’ practices were outlined in Chapter 5. These 
‘problems’ were largely located in the state-preferred Curriculum Standards and 
Accountability Framework introduced into most sector schools after 2001 and 
explored in Chapter 4. This Framework constructs students’ learning, and therefore 
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teachers’ work, around a continuum of multiple Outcomes and Standards of 
achievement. Data from interviews suggest that sector leaders ‘expected’ that 
teachers would follow the ‘possibilities’ and ‘benefits’ in the Framework to ‘its 
fullest’, but leaders recognised that this would result in legions of data. The problem 
initially was then conceived as one of data management. Consequently, the ‘solution’ 
to ensure that the Framework is taken up fully by teachers is a technological means 
to gather, track, share and respond to data on student achievement. Sector leaders 
suggest that this offers ‘systematic’ and ‘efficient’ ways to organise teachers’ work. 
In effect, the eCAT has the capacity to standardise teachers’ work in terms of 
outcomes-based curriculum design and increase transparency around data gathering 
and activation. This has overtones of discipline and control of teachers’ work, which 
emerged explicitly in the interview data derived from sector leaders.  
Activation of the eCAT, and the approach to curriculum design based on the 
Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework embedded within it, is aimed 
at removing teachers’ ‘idiosyncrasies’, ‘de-privatising’ teaching and promoting 
individualised, differentiated learning plans for students based on evidence of diverse 
student needs. The eCAT began life as a data management tool. It has emerged as an 
application of technology designed to ‘impact on teaching’ and ‘change teachers’ 
work’ based on constructions of what contemporary teaching and learning looks like: 
differentiated instruction and assessment, the integration of ICT in teachers’ work 
and in digital learning for students, and a standardised, collaborative approach to 
assessment and reporting that can be monitored and managed. 
The eCAT represents part of a policy ensemble that has been imposed on 
teachers in the sector and state in which I am located in Australia over the last 
decade. This policy ensemble was made visible for analysis in teachers talking about 
their practices related to curriculum, assessment and reporting and it is an ensemble 
of measures also operating to shape and control my work as a curriculum leader. The 
eCAT is a sector-specific policy means to organise teachers’ work. At the time of the 
trial, its reach extended to seven pilot schools; this number has grown since the end 
of my data collection in 2010. I can only suggest that it will change teachers’ work 
based on the limited data gathered during my study of one school. The Curriculum 
Standards and Accountability Framework has wider reach as it had tri-sector 
agreement and was adopted as the preferred Curriculum Framework by many schools 
across the state. The other two significant policy documents that were traced and 
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analysed in the course of my research were the federally mandated Schools 
Assistance Act 2004 and the sector distributed Compliance Manual designed to re-
state and reinforce the demands of the afore-mentioned Act of Parliament. Analysis 
of these policy texts in Chapter 4 suggests evidence of text-mediated ruling relations 
controlling teachers’ work trans-locally.  
I suggest that each of the policy texts comprising the policy ensemble traced 
in my study of teachers’ work represents increased emphasis on outcomes and 
measurable output for the purposes of organisation and comparison, not just of 
students but also of teachers. This is consistent with the educational research 
literature, which suggests that in Australia, and around the world, a neoliberal 
discourse of comparison and competition has infused educational policy and 
discourse. A global discourse of standards-based accountability is evident in each of 
the policy documents I analysed. This discourse is increasingly evident in more 
recent policy enactments to measure and compare students and teachers including the 
online publication of results from the national testing program for literacy and 
numeracy (NAPLAN) via the My School website (www.myschool.edu.au) and the 
nationwide implementation of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers 
(www.aitsl.edu.au). Increased standardisation of curriculum is also occurring with 
the ongoing implementation at the time of writing of the Australian Curriculum to 
replace the frameworks currently shaping curriculum in the states and territories. 
With a national curriculum, an extension of the national testing agenda into areas like 
Science will follow. 
The effect of each of these policies is not only to control and discipline what 
teachers do in their work such as outcomes-based curriculum planning, assessment 
and reporting against defined standards of achievement using A-E grades or 
equivalent (in the primary years) and uploading evidence to justify and make 
transparent teachers’ judgements on students. It is also, I suggest, to shape how 
teachers think and speak about education and control the direction of schooling in 
Australia. A media promoted discourse of crisis in education and the “politics of 
blame” (Thrupp, 2009, p. 6) links with what Smyth refers to as “a mantra of 
accountability, auditing, standards, targets, benchmarks and punitive sanctions” 
(2007, p. 222) aimed at legitimising educational policy and shaping teachers’ work.  
In carrying out an institutional ethnography of teachers’ work, I have sought 
to explore teachers’ experiences trialling curriculum and assessment technology and 
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investigate the ruling discourses operating through institutional policies and 
processes to organise teachers’ everyday work. I suggest that the policy ensemble 
explored in this study achieves ideological work. As Ball (2006, p. 48) writes, 
“policy ensembles, collections of related policies, exercise power through the 
production of “truth” and “knowledge” as discourses”. Prescribed curriculum and 
defined assessment and reporting mechanisms are instances, constituted by the 
eCAT, in which, according to Olssen and his colleagues, “discourse becomes the 
instrument and object of power” (2004, p. 67). Policy enactment might represent 
what Heimans called “a meshwork of policy practices” (2012, p. 317), but policy is a 
field subject to negotiation, contestation and the agency of those who work creatively 
with the possibilities open to them (Ball, 2012).  
9.3.2. Evidence of Policy Generated Shift in Practice 
The eCAT brings together discourses in education defining the work of 
teachers. The length of the trial and the limitations of my study make it difficult to 
make any substantial claim about how use of this technology might generate a shift 
in teachers’ practices related to curriculum, assessment and management of data. 
However, I suggest that the policies explicitly or implicitly embedded in the eCAT 
have already generated a significant shift in practice related to curriculum design and 
assessment. 
One of the most powerful pieces of data generated in my study of teachers’ 
work at Seven Hills College was Angela’s statement: “Assessment? It is my work; 
it’s everything” (Interview, 2009). What Angela ‘knows’ about her work is that it is 
driven by assessment and accountability. Standards-based, outcomes-driven 
assessment has to some extent been determined by the construction of the 
Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework around ‘Outcomes’ and 
‘Standards’ of achievement. This was certainly understood by sector leaders in their 
design of the eCAT to facilitate management of the data they anticipated this 
approach would generate. However, my study suggests that enactment of the 
Curriculum Framework was not the major cause of change to teachers’ curriculum 
design work. Some years after the ‘implementation’ of the state’s preferred 
curriculum, teachers reported still fitting outcomes around chosen topics. Analysis of 
the data generated in my research suggests that it has been the requirement to report 
student achievement using A-E grades against age-defined ‘Standards’ of 
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achievement that has achieved the actual shift in practice made possible by the 
Curriculum Framework. 
Shifts in practice have not been achieved without teachers experiencing 
tension in their work, specifically teachers like Julie in the Early Years. However, 
whilst ‘labelling’ a Year 1 student with a D grade might be considered a ‘huge 
negative’ it is still done, because as the interview data suggests ‘the way we report 
changed’ (Angela, Interview, 2009). What my study indicates is that mandatory 
reporting of achievement using A-E grades has generated a more widely adopted 
‘backwards design’ (McTighe & Thomas, 2003) approach to curriculum planning to 
ensure that evidence of assessment can be specifically linked to Outcomes in the 
Curriculum Framework. It has also led to increased collaboration by teachers, even 
by teachers in the Early Years, in moderation practices to ensure consistency of 
teacher judgement against the outcomes. This has led to the generation of moderation 
checklists, the design and use of assessment rubrics and mediating practices by some 
teachers to ensure students achieve ‘the magic C’. Such mediating practices include 
asking students to re-do work so they are not graded ‘E’ and setting easier questions 
to ensure students pass. This causes tension for some teachers, like David in the 
Middle Years, who suggests the school puts benchmarks in place to ensure fair and 
equitable assessment. However, it also causes tension for others who are working to 
fulfil the mandated reporting structures but finding space in the possibilities open to 
manage the competing discourses of caring and accountability (Kerr, 2006).  
Assessment and reporting is not new work for teachers. However, the 
alignment of a Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework with federally 
mandated reporting requirements to achieve media and government hyped 
‘transparency’ in measuring and comparing student achievement has increased 
pressures of accountability and performativity on teachers and brought about shifts in 
practice. There is evidence of the naturalisation of a discourse of accountability in 
the data generated in my study of teachers’ work at Seven Hills College. Teachers, 
students and parents are evidently more aware of assessment and share a common 
language about what A-E reporting represents. Teachers might struggle with 
competing discourses but they are earnestly trying to manage them and modify their 
practices to align with policy requirements.  
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9.3.3. Inserting Surveillance: ICT as an Accountability Tool 
Nationally teachers are under greater scrutiny than ever before. The Schools 
Assistance Act 2004 heralded an increase in compliance measures tied to educational 
funding, including the publication of school performance reports and, more recently, 
the extension of national tests of literacy and numeracy and publication of results. At 
the time of writing, the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers are also being 
nationally implemented to determine ongoing teacher registration and accreditation 
as ‘Highly Accomplished’ and ‘Lead’ teachers, which are tied to performance pay. 
Each of these measures opens windows into the classroom and to teachers’ work, 
providing surveillance opportunities and means to ‘discipline’ teachers through 
enactment of ruling relations organising teachers’ work. 
The eCAT is another window into teachers’ work with potential to increase 
surveillance and judgement about teachers’ practices. Interview data generated in my 
study of teachers’ work suggests that this conclusion is not without foundation. 
Teacher participants in my research were aware of the possibility of parents and 
school leaders accessing the eCAT and comparing what some teachers have 
uploaded as evidence to the detriment of other teachers. The nature of ICT in a 
digital world is that data is more publically available for scrutiny than ever before. 
This has the potential to intensify teachers’ work as they struggle to cope with a new 
pressure of performativity created by the transparency of data in the eCAT. As Ball 
(2013) suggests, performativity is all about promoting comparison and judgement to 
encourage self-management and self-regulation of teachers. Thereby teachers are 
enacting the desired ruling relations without specific intervention (Foucault, 1983). 
Again, whilst interview data suggests that some teachers are justifiably concerned 
about an increase in surveillance, others demonstrated a naturalisation of a discourse 
of accountability in accepting this potential in the eCAT and even seeing it as 
necessary to improve transparency and accountability around teachers’ work.  
9.3.4. Policy Constructed Subjectivities for Teachers 
Teachers’ work involves what Eveline and her colleagues describe as “the 
interwoven acts of thinking, reading and interpreting that activate those work efforts” 
(Eveline et al., 2009, p. 204). The actions of thinking, reading and interpreting bring 
into play particular subjectivities or possibilities for teachers’ work as it is 
constructed in policies. I acknowledge that in my study of teachers’ work I have 
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focused on policies related to teachers’ planning, curriculum, assessment and 
reporting work as these components of work are privileged in the eCAT. Analysis of 
a wider sweep of policy implementation may serve to highlight the competing 
discourses and subjectivities shaping teachers’ work. Nevertheless, I suggest that the 
eCAT brings together in an instance of policy enactment the discourses of control 
and discipline, of measurement and comparison, and of evidence and accountability 
that infuse the policies I have analysed which inform teachers’ work at Seven Hills 
College. Whilst my study draws on data predominantly from a limited number of 
teachers in one school, the evidence suggests that the eCAT constitutes a particular 
construction of teachers and teachers’ work that reflects wider global discourses of 
management and control. As Gee writes, “when ‘little d’ discourse (language in use) 
is melded with non-language ‘stuff’ to enact specific identities and activities, then I 
say that ‘big D’ Discourses are involved” (1999, p. 7). The particular activities 
organised in the eCAT, and the subjectivities of teachers that are consequently 
enacted, reflect widespread educational discourses of standardisation, comparison 
and accountability impacting upon the way teachers’ work is thought about and 
practised. 
Some tentative conclusions can be drawn about the enacted identities or 
subjectivities of teacher participants in my study. First and foremost I suggest that 
these enacted subjectivities have been constructed by the policies shaping and 
organising teachers’ work. The Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework 
constructs the teacher as a curriculum planner. The Framework assumes a logic in 
teachers’ work which is reflected in the functionality of the eCAT: Review, Plan, 
Teach, Assess, Report. This is not new work or a new subjectivity. What is new is 
that the focus on planning has shifted from designing learning activities for their own 
sake and because they ‘are fun’ to designing activities that are sequenced in small 
steps with the intention of demonstrating achievement of particular outcomes. 
Teachers as planners are constructed as people who methodically work through a 
progression of outcomes, ensuring that students have multiple learning opportunities 
to demonstrate their achievement so that it can be graded and reported upon using A-
E levels of achievement. The sheer volume of outcomes to be assessed over a two 
year Standard in the Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework brings 
into being the subjectivity of ‘checker’. Teachers are constantly checking that 
outcomes have been covered, that students have had sufficient opportunities to 
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demonstrate achievement of the outcomes, that the rubrics accurately measure the 
outcome to be assessed and so on. It is work that can be measured and for which 
teachers are accountable, even more so in the eCAT which makes it possible to view 
and track the outcomes the teachers have covered as much as student achievement of 
those outcomes. 
To manage this work, teachers at Seven Hills College are engaging in 
collaborative practices, sharing elements of curriculum design and utilising 
colleagues’ particular subject expertise. In this study, however, it was not possible to 
see how teachers would collaborate in sharing curriculum design via the eCAT. This 
is the intention of the designers and is a possibility within the tool. However, during 
the trial, teachers were more worried about meeting expectations and getting 
something uploaded in the eCAT rather than having a quality program that they were 
willing to share using the collaborative function in the tool. The subjectivity of 
teachers as collaborators is an implicit effect of the Reporting Guidelines in the 
Compliance Manual, a document reinforcing the demands of the Schools Assistance 
Act. To be confident in their assessment of student achievement using A-E grades, 
teachers are working with each other to develop checklists and rubrics. Teachers 
have become moderators, moderating their own understanding and assessment 
practices in ensuring that their marking stands up to scrutiny. There is scope in 
further research to explore teachers’ interpretation of ‘Standards’ as measures of 
achievement. Klenowski and Wyatt-Smith (2010) argue strongly for respecting the 
role of teacher professional judgement, yet in recent research in New Zealand, 
Thrupp (2013) points to problems of localised interpretation of National Standards of 
achievement in primary schools in spite of teachers’ work comprising a raft of 
moderating practices to support their on-balance judgements of student achievement. 
All these activities generate subjectivities for teachers around data 
management. Teachers collect, record, store, interpret, track and act on data to be 
responsive to students’ learning needs. Teachers have become data analysts, a 
subjectivity incorporated into the eCAT that was pre-determined by the data 
generation capacity of the Curriculum Standards and Accountability Framework if it 
was enacted as intended. In the eCAT, the teacher’s role as data manager and analyst 
assumes technological capacity and competence. The functionality within the eCAT 
for teachers to facilitate ELearning activities for students again assumes a 
subjectivity of ICT user. During the trial of the eCAT at Seven Hills College only 
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one teacher used this facility with students, but other teachers did exercise ICT skills 
in scanning and uploading evidence of student achievement, as well as in uploading 
curriculum plans and assessment data. 
The eCAT constructs teachers’ work in particular ways, making possible 
some subjectivities and marginalising others. Teachers are increasingly positioned as 
digital managers of data. This is true of work with curriculum outlines and outcomes, 
and also with achievement data and evidence of achievement. As I discussed in 
Chapter 8 in focusing particularly on why Ruth withdrew from the eCAT trial, what 
is missing from the policies connected to assessment and reporting, and from the 
eCAT, are the ‘caring’ subjectivities of teachers. There is no space or place for 
students to be seen in the eCAT as anything other than objects of data and for 
teachers to be anything other than managers of curriculum and assessment data. My 
study did not seek to specifically explore teacher identity but it is an avenue for 
further research opened up by the subjectivities of teachers constructed in the eCAT. 
With increasing pressure on teachers to manage teaching and learning digitally in an 
ELearning environment, it would be interesting to explore further how the 
integration of ICT in teachers’ work is changing teachers’ identities (Kerin, 2006). 
The integration of ICT in teachers’ work and its impact on teaching and learning has 
recently become a burgeoning area of research to further explore. 
What emerged in my study was evidence that teachers have agency in taking 
up and embodying subjectivities made possible in the ruling relations of policy 
discourse and enactment. The work of Ball and others (Ball, 2012; Braun et. al., 
2011b; Maguire et. al., 2011) shows that enactment of policy involves a complex 
process of negotiation, interpretation and agency. Ruth, a secondary teacher of 
English, withdrew from the eCAT trial and exercised agency in rejecting – or 
deferring until such time as its use is mandated – the teacher and student 
subjectivities she saw constructed in the eCAT. Other teachers in the pilot also used 
their agency in adopting a ‘wait and see’ approach, choosing not to duplicate their 
existing work in the eCAT until they were told this was compulsory. Interestingly, 
most of the ‘watchers and waiters’ were male. I cannot draw any insights about 
gender from this observation given the scale of the investigation; however, there is 
scope for further research on gender in the activation of new electronic curriculum 
and assessment tools as they are further embedded in school practices. My 
observation at Seven Hills College was that female teachers were the most pro-active 
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in undertaking professional learning related to reflecting on and changing their 
practice, and also more likely to be collaborative in their approach to exploring and 
enacting new policies and pedagogies.  
9.3.5. What it Means to be a ‘Teacher Worth your Salt’ 
In the final part of this section I aim to draw together key points made in 
previous sections and expand upon them to discuss what I have learned through this 
study about what it means to be a teacher worth your salt. This phrase appeared in 
the data more than once when discussing teachers’ work:  
• If you are a teaching worth your salt you’re doing all the right things 
anyway. (Ruth, Focus Group, 2008) 
• Every teacher worth their salt takes work home. (Ruth, Focus Group, 2008) 
• Any teacher worth their salt would say ‘why wouldn’t I do it’? (Margaret, 
senior leader in the sector, Interview, 2009) 
It is a powerful phrase and presents an equally powerful and compelling 
construction of teachers’ work. What are the ‘right things’ that good teachers do? 
How have the subjectivities constituting the ‘right things’ in teachers’ work been 
shaped by what Smith terms the “social relations, organization and powers beyond 
the scope of direct experience?” (1992, p. 89). Smith’s broad conception of work 
includes thinking and feeling as well as acting. Consequently, work can have 
significant reach beyond the boundaries of a ‘normal’ working day into realms of 
family and home life.  
I am conscious that the conclusions I offer here are based on a study of 
teachers’ work in one school and therefore may not be generalizable beyond the 
teachers who participated in my research. However, analysis of interview data 
derived from principals and leaders in the sector, together with analysis of policies 
that have reach beyond the site of research and apply to the sector, state and also 
nationally have also informed my conclusions. The construction of teachers and 
teachers’ work that is suggested in the Curriculum Standards and Accountability 
Framework, the Schools Assistance Act 2004, and subsequent sector-issued 
Compliance Manual is a construction that has been constituted in the design and 
implementation of the eCAT. Aligned, these policies, and the text-mediated ruling 
relations they maintain, have shaped what I suggest is a new normativity of what it 
means to be a ‘teacher worth your salt’.  
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As I have previously shown, the policies informing teachers’ work with 
curriculum, assessment and reporting have generated a shift in teachers’ practices at 
Seven Hills College. These policies reflect wider contemporary discourses in 
education in Australia, discourses that are positioning teachers as professionals who 
are publically and transparently accountable for their work in improving student 
learning outcomes. The data generated during my study from teachers and from 
sector leaders suggests that, to a large extent, discourses of accountability have been 
naturalised by educators at different levels in the system responsible for interpreting 
and enacting text-mediated ruling relations to organise teachers’ work. Critically, in 
my study, this is evident in the teachers themselves, and I count myself in this.  
What I have found is that teachers at Seven Hills College are doing almost 
everything within their power to ensure that policy goals and discourses are enacted, 
albeit not without some tension. Standards-based accountability requirements around 
curriculum planning, assessment and reporting have generated a shift to an 
outcomes-based approach to teaching and learning. This might have resulted in what 
Louise, a school principal and sector leader referred to as “death by a thousand 
outcomes” but teachers are making this work to the best of their ability. That 
institutional discourses of accountability and measurement of outcomes have been 
naturalised is evident in the degree to which teachers at Seven Hills College have 
seemingly accepted the value and purpose of the eCAT as a technological means to 
manage this accountability work. Most of the teachers in my study embody the ideal 
teacher subjects that were sought to trial the eCAT in their work. That is, they were 
teachers who, as Margaret, a senior sector leader, stated would ask ‘why wouldn’t I 
do it?’ This is because they are largely self-governing and self-regulating in doing 
the policy work demanded of them. As Foucault suggests, which is of direct 
relevance to institutional ethnography, people become complicit in their own 
governance by internalising and activating discourses in such a way that rule and 
discipline is maintained (Foucault, 1983). Text-mediated ruling relations operate 
through normalising actions and responses. The consistency with which teachers at 
Seven Hills College have changed their curriculum design, assessment and reporting 
practices suggests that teachers’ work has been shaped by the “pressures of the 
regime of numbers” (Ball, 2013, p. 4).  
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I suggest that to be a teacher worth your salt means doing the invisible work 
demanded by the subjectivities and discourses made available to teachers in the 
policies shaping their work, discourses that are constituted in the eCAT. Teachers in 
my study have shown that this includes sleeping and breathing work, planning whilst 
running in the morning, and accepting as ‘normal’ the incursion of work into family 
and home life. Collaborative work is a necessity, but the construction of this as good 
and contemporary practice is embodied in the eCAT and in the moderation practices 
generated by pressures of performativity around consistency of teacher judgement. In 
the design and activation of the eCAT are also assumptions about the ideal teacher 
and good teaching and learning practices built around data generation, analysis and 
ELearning, all of which have the potential to reach into the home via activation of 
the eCAT. 
At a particular moment in time, and in one instance of policy enactment in 
trialling the eCAT, discourses and practices are seemingly coming together to 
accomplish ideological work and, I suggest, creating a new normativity around 
teachers’ work. The effect of the alignment of technology in the form of the eCAT 
with existing policies already shaping teachers’ work is potentially significant. 
Enactment of each of these policies brings sharply into focus the de-privatisation of 
teachers’ work and of leaders’ work. This has been occurring through growing public 
familiarity with transparent data on the My School website and in the publication of 
school performance reports. With the planned sector-wide implementation of the 
eCAT this level of transparency and accountability has brought surveillance much 
closer to schools. Through the collaboration in the eCAT, and the curriculum and 
assessment work uploaded, teachers are expected to make their ‘idiosyncratic’ work 
available to their peers and to do this in a digital environment which has a degree of 
permanence and can be made accessible to school leaders and senior leaders in the 
sector if desired.  
Policy discourses and ideologies reflective of wider global discourses in 
education – neoliberal managerialism, competition, accountability, performativity 
and surveillance – are converging in the subjectivities constituted and activated in the 
eCAT. What Fielding called “idolatry of measurement” (1999, p. 280) and Kostogriz 
and Doecke (2011) term an ‘audit culture’ in education, have arguably shaped a 
culture in teachers’ work where ‘assessment is everything’ and where it is organising 
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teachers’ work and their lives. Smyth might observe that policy reform in Australia is 
creating “unrealistic performance demands” (2007, p. 222), but they are policy 
demands that teachers worth their salt are trying their best to accommodate in doing 
‘old work’ in new ways and ‘new work’ in the invisible hours and spaces of their 
lives. 
9.4 INSIGHTS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR MY PROFESSIONAL 
PRACTICE 
I embarked on this institutional ethnography of teachers’ work because in my 
role as an educational consultant in a virtual sub-team put together to support the trial 
of the eCAT in schools I had questions about its purpose and how teachers would 
experience it in their work. I transferred to a school leadership position because that 
is where I see my future in education. This decision positioned me in a school that 
was one of seven involved in the eCAT pilot, which was both enabling of my 
research and constraining in terms of limiting its original design. I am not sure that I 
have eased my disquiet. If anything I have gained unsettling insights into teachers’ 
work and the discursive relations operating to control and organise it that have 
implications for my work as a school leader, and indeed more widely for educators in 
the classroom and in leadership positions. 
 My research has been confronting in many ways, not least because of the 
complexity of my position as a school leader reflecting on what is in effect a sector 
policy about which I still hold reservations. In my analysis of the range of data 
generated by this study I have tried to be critically conscious of the risk of 
‘institutional capture’ and distance myself from the discourses that I am familiar with 
as a teacher and a school leader. However, I know that as a school leader now in 
another school, I carry within me and exercise in my practice discourses of 
accountability that I apply to my work as a leader and expect of the teachers with 
whom I work. There is a place for accountability in teaching as there is in any 
workplace. Professional standards in terms of knowledge and skills are expected and 
necessary in working with young people to ensure they have the best chances of 
success in a competitive world. Teachers and school leaders are accountable for their 
performance as individuals and collectively, but accountable to whom and why? 
As a school leader I have begun to appreciate more acutely levels of 
accountability, to students, to parents and to external agencies, for example to the 
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sector, in meeting mandated reporting requirements for funding purposes. However, 
through my study I have come to understand how much of this accountability is 
related to assessment and students’ ‘academic’ achievement. This is important, but it 
is not the only function and purpose of education. As a school leader I am as 
accountable for the spiritual, social and physical development of students in my care, 
and there is a danger that prioritising assessment data marginalises the social and 
pastoral goals of schooling.  
9.4.1. Leaders’ Roles in Mediating Policy Demands and Managing Teachers’ 
Time 
My study has made me critically conscious of the significant role required of 
school leaders in mediating and managing the demands on teachers’ time as new 
policies and practices are introduced into schools and mapped on to the profusion of 
practices that already comprise teachers’ day/night work. The eCAT pilot at Seven 
Hills College coincided with the implementation of a new senior curriculum and 
professional learning demands around associated changes to assessment practices, 
and also with the significant administrative demands of preparing for the school’s re-
registration by the Teachers’ Registration Board. Consequently, I observed that the 
trial of the eCAT lost momentum. In addition to the demands on teachers’ time 
outlined above, technical difficulties that delayed and interrupted teachers’ work with 
the technology caused frustration. If teachers are to be fully supported in 
implementing ICT in aspects of their work, it is critical that the ICT infrastructure is 
as efficient as possible. Once momentum is lost, particularly when learning new ICT 
skills, it is difficult to recapture the enthusiasm teachers may have had at the 
beginning of a project.  
This lack of momentum can also be attributed to the management and 
availability of release time to enable teachers to do the ‘policy work’ constituted in 
the eCAT. Teachers’ work is complex and demanding and it already transcends 
boundaries of time and space. If teachers are being asked to learn something new and 
to change their practices, success is more likely if time and resources are put in place 
to enable this professional learning to take place. A significant planned incursion into 
teachers’ work such as the eCAT represents needs to be part of a realistic, longer-
term professional learning plan for which the purpose, time frame and expectations 
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are clear to teachers. This has funding implications for schools and for systems in 
trying to manage change.  
I am transferring these insights into my current leadership position where I am 
steering the implementation of a digital learning environment in teachers’ work. I 
have spent a year, working with teachers, to select a product that reflects our goals 
for teaching and learning. It is not a product that privileges assessment as the 
organiser of teachers’ work. It is a web-based technology that facilitates the 
exchange of resources and conversations with students about learning through online 
student generated portfolios. It is a technology that enables teacher professional 
learning portfolios and facilitates the management of evidence to meet the 
requirements of registration mandated outside of the school. I have taken key insights 
from my study of teachers’ work and applied them to my current situated experience. 
In the first instance teachers have been involved in identifying what their needs are 
and how an electronic tool can support their work. This is a more democratic process 
than teachers experienced with the eCAT, where teachers were ‘done to’ in the 
implementation of technology. Second, not coming into such an implementation 
‘cold’ as I did at Seven Hills College, I have been able to plan a professional learning 
program that provides time for all teachers to learn about the technology together and 
slowly trial it with each other and with a small number of students initially. I 
understand, from my own emotions trialling the eCAT, and from the data derived 
from teachers in the pilot, that teachers are at very different stages of competence and 
confidence in their use of ICT in their work. Some will require more support and 
more time than others as they slowly change their teacher identities to incorporate a 
digital teacher identity. Implementation is a long-term plan and professional learning 
opportunities are in place and funded for the first three years.  This is necessary 
because the introduction of this technology in teachers’ work is still only one area of 
change teachers are grappling with at present with the ongoing implementation of the 
Australian Curriculum and new frameworks to measure teacher performance. As a 
school leader I need to learn more about managing change, and how to manage 
teacher wellbeing and resistance to change. Involving all staff in ICT decisions has 
led to greater engagement and acceptance, if not all together dispelled teachers’ fears 
about learning new skills. 
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What I hear in myself, and see in this writing, is acceptance that as a school 
leader I am in a digital age where digital and personalised learning is unavoidable in 
teachers’ work. Exploring this ‘new normativity’ with teachers is one of my roles as 
a school leader. I have more I need to learn. Embracing a digital learning 
environment will involve more than ‘managing’ the provision of ICT in the school 
and to teachers and students. It will involve managing expectations around what 
digital learning means for students, parents and teachers and how this will look in 
each situated context. A digital learning age is not about technology for technology’s 
sake; it is about the inquiry-based pedagogy that can be enhanced by technology. 
This is a broader ideological issue that must be addressed by school leaders with 
their teachers. School leaders, like teachers, have to balance calls for innovation in 
teaching and learning with efficiency imperatives (Blackmore, 2008). If I take 
nothing else away from my study of teachers’ work, I will improve my practice as a 
school leader by asking: 
• What am I doing and what am I asking teachers to do? 
• Why am I asking for this to be done? Who will it benefit and why? 
• What is the conceptual framework that organises what is being done? 
• What are the discourses operating to achieve ideological work and do they 
need mediating to support teachers and students in their work? 
Learning to distinguish between what is necessary and what is desirable for valid 
educational reasons and managing expectations and resources around this work will, 
I hope, stand me in good stead in a career in school leadership. Conducting 
institutional ethnography from an insider perspective has sharpened my ability to 
think critically and reflexively about my leadership work and the impact my 
implication in the ruling relations of educational policy has on the work of teachers.  
The insights I have gained from this study have implications for school 
leaders in understanding educational policy enactment, teacher identity and agency 
and educational leadership, both at school and system level. In the current 
educational climate I am working with teachers on a raft of policies shaping our 
work and fulfilling the government’s agenda for schooling improvement. There 
needs to be space and courage to step back and question the discourses shaping the 
future of schooling in the sector and in Australia. The Australian Curriculum 
implementation is well underway, but there are questions still to be asked about how 
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this will be assessed and reported using Achievement Standards. Similarly, the 
Australian Professional Standards for Teachers, and the Principal Standard 
(www.aitsl.edu.au) are shaping my work with teachers on professional reviews, data 
gathering and evaluation. There is confusion around the use of the term ‘standards’ 
in current policy, and in how the term is understood by teachers and leaders in 
relation to performance standards, achievement standards and standards of 
achievement. Different interpretations are taken up for different purposes that need 
addressing and require further research (Klenowski & Wyatt-Smith, 2010). There are 
implications for me as a school leader in policy interpretation and enactment in my 
work and that of teachers to ensure that standards as benchmarks of quality or 
specific measures of achievement meet the required purpose, whether for 
accountability, equity or improvement in student and teacher learning. This applies 
as much to how students are assessed, respecting and valuing teacher professional 
judgement in this process, as to the appraisal of teacher performance. 
9.4.2. Bringing ‘Blind Spots’ into View 
As a school leader, my study of teachers’ work has made visible to me the 
ruling discourses organising my work. When I moved into school leadership at Seven 
Hills College I had appropriated discourses of accountability and standardisation, and 
accepted that this is the way things are and the way they are going. To a considerable 
extent the direction of schooling in Australia is an effect of ‘policy borrowing’ 
(Lingard, 2010, p. 136) and schools are in danger of becoming slaves to the tyranny 
of data. It is difficult to find spaces to work outside this mantra of accountability or 
to work creatively within it. However, becoming more aware of the discourses that I 
have naturalised, and bringing these ‘blind spots’ into view enables me as a leader to 
be discerning in what data a school generates and what is done with it. Looking at 
leaders’ work through the lens of institutional ethnography returns some control to 
me as a school leader, enabling me to challenge some of the assumptions that 
underpin how my work is organised by others for ideological purposes.  
9.5 CONCLUSION 
Throughout my study of teachers’ work I have been determined to keep 
teachers’ standpoint as the lens through which to explore teachers’ experiences in 
trialling electronic curriculum and assessment software in their work. From this 
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standpoint, and from my own experience as a teacher and a school leader, I have then 
sought to explicate how text-mediated discursive and social relations operate to 
organise teachers’ work and investigate how these are constituted in the eCAT. The 
development of the eCAT reflects wider global discourses on education in the 21st 
century that are shaping educational goals trans-locally. It is also shaping teachers’ 
work and I have demonstrated how, in one instance of policy enactment, a new 
normativity is being constructed around teachers’ work. In undertaking a 
professional doctorate I have sought to gain insights that will inform my work as a 
school leader and contribute to an understanding of teachers’ work in times of 
change. I have aimed to be critically reflective and to make visible the ruling 
relations in which I am implicated. I am aware that this goal is beset with difficulties 
but my own learning has been significant. The understanding I have gained from this 
research will make me a better leader in terms of appreciating the complexity of 
leaders’ and teachers’ work in enacting policy and accountability requirements in an 
era of intense scrutiny. More than ever, I believe that it is critical to provide time and 
space to dialogue with teachers about their work, to respect teacher judgement, 
professionalism and individuality whilst generating a shared understanding of the 
purpose of policy enactment and its impact on practice. Critical, reflexive inquiry can 
only benefit teacher and student learning; thus I seek as a leader to create a 
community of practice that values the work of teachers and respects, rather than 
punitively controls, their role in making a difference to the holistic education of 
students in our care. 
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APPENDICES 
Appendix A 
Interview Questions 
Teachers’ work related to curriculum, assessment and ICTs 
 
1. Describe your current practices related to curriculum. 
2. How do you plan a program of work for students? 
3. Describe your current practices related to assessment? 
4. How do you assess and record student progress? 
5. How do your current assessment practices fit with your work? 
6. How do you use ICTs in your work? 
7. When do you engage in these practices? 
8. With whom do you engage in these practices? 
9. How significant are these practices in relation to the overall picture of your 
work? 
10. What matters to you in your work? 
 
The discursive and social organisation of teachers’ work 
 
1. How did you get involved in the curriculum software pilot? 
2. Why are you in the software pilot? 
3. What structures support your work? 
4. What structures constrain your work? 
5. How have you learned how to use the software? 
6. What has guided your use of the software? 
7. Who has guided your use of the software? 
8. What determines when and where you work with the software? 
9. How do you organise your work with the software in relation to your other 
work? 
10. Why are you using the software in the ways you have described? 
 
Questions for Sector Leaders 
 
1. How and why did you get involved in developing the eCAT? 
2. Explain the rationale behind its development. 
3. Describe how the eCAT came into being and how it was shaped? 
4. What are the possibilities that you see in the eCAT? 
5. Does the eCAT raise any questions for you about the nature of teachers’ 
work? 
6. How do you imagine teachers using the eCAT? 
7. Describe the timeline involved in the development of the eCAT. 
8. Explain how schools and individual teachers became involved in the eCAT 
pilot? 
9. What are the plans for further iterations of the eCAT? 
10. Do you have any questions or concerns about the eCAT? 
11. What do you think are the questions and issues around broader 
implementation and longer term usage of the eCAT across the sector? 
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12. What has been learned from the 2008 Pilot and how has this informed further 
implementation of the eCAT? 
 
Questions for Principals/School Based leaders of the Pilot 
 
1. How did you become aware of the eCAT? 
2. How and why did your school become involved in the pilot? 
3. How did you determine who in the school was to be part of the pilot? 
4. How have you facilitated the implementation of the eCAT? 
5. How do you see the eCAT shaping teachers’ work? 
6. What forces do you think have shaped teachers’ work over recent years? 
7. What are the considerations for you in the broader implementation and longer 
term usage of the eCAT in your school? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
